
37? 
/Yg/df 

TEACHER EVALUATION PROCESSES AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

PROGRAMS IN INDEPENDENT SCHOOLS 

DISSERTATION 

Presented to the Graduate Council of the 

University of North Texas in Partial 

Fulfillment of the Requirements 

For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

by 

Bronte B. Gonsalves, B.Ed., M.Ed. 

Denton, Texas 

December, 1989 



Gonsalves, Bronte, Teacher Evaluation Processes and Professional 

Development Programs in Independent Schools. Doctor of Philosophy 

(Administrative Leadership), December, 1989, 189 pp., 17 tables, reference list, 64 

titles. 

The purposes of this study were to determine (a) what teacher evaluation 

processes or instruments are used in the 45 independent schools of the Southwest, 

(b) what types of professional development activities or programs are provided for 

teachers in these schools, and (c) how the development and implementation of the 

teacher evaluation process and professional development programs are perceived by 

the teaching faculty in selected schools. 

Questionnaires were administered to chief administrators of the 45 member 

schools of the Independent Schools Association of the Southwest. From the 28 

schools submitting completed questionnaires and evaluation instruments, it was found 

that: (a) 3 of the schools had a very informal process, (b) 7 of the schools had an 

informal process, (c) 12 of the schools had a formal process, and (d) 6 of the schools 

had a very formal process. Four generalizations emerged from factors evident at the 5 

schools selected for on-site visitations which should be addressed by independent 

schools regardless of the type of evaluation process used: (a) each school should 

develop a teacher evaluation policy; (b) each school should develop evaluation criteria 

and procedures that relate to each teacher's classification; (c) each school should 

delineate the specific role of the chief administrator in the evaluation process, and 

(d) each school should design a program of preferred professional development 

activities for each teacher's classification and level of the school. Finally, the 

recommendation was made that further research on teacher evaluation in independent 

schools include the investigation of how and why schools select a particular teacher 

evaluation process. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In a search for effective strategies for upgrading the academic achievement of 

American students, national attention is frequendy focused on high-priority 

educational issues such as the advancement of teacher preparation, the assessment of 

teaching competence, and the professional development of teachers. Teacher 

evaluation, as a means of having an impact on the instructional process by ensuring 

teacher competence and promoting professional growth or change, continues to be a 

major issue among American educators. However, according to Medley and Coker 

(1987), the problem of determining goals for teacher development in relation to 

determining teacher competence as established by evaluation methods remains 

unsolved by educators (p. 139). 

During the past decade, the evaluation of teachers has assumed increasing 

importance (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983, p. 285) and public demands for 

teacher accountability have resulted in the development of methods for measuring 

teacher effectiveness (Charles, 1987, p. 62). Consequently, teacher evaluation 

prototypes have been developed to meet state legislatures' mandates for programs to 

evaluate teachers. The idea of a nationwide system of teacher evaluation is currently 

an issue of debate. Rudner (1987) points out that, although the government cannot 

mandate quality, it can ensure that teachers possess basic skills. However, Rudner 

emphasizes the fact that improved teacher goals should be addressed from within the 

profession (p. 17). A national awareness of the need for school reform has focused 

attention on the need to improve the quality of education in public schools (Menacker, 
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Hurwitz, & Weldon, 1986, pp. 123-135). Therefore, public schools have become the 

target of reform. As a result, all teachers may eventually be evaluated by a legislated 

process which is determined by the interpretation of research findings as to the 

definition of an effective teacher. 

Teacher evaluation, the rating of a teacher according to a generic scale of 

uniform teaching behavior, has traditionally been conducted by the chief administrator 

of the school in an effort to measure quality and to provide a guide for teacher growth 

and change. After a review of studies about principals' judgment of teacher 

effectiveness, Medley and Coker (1987) found no appreciable correlation between a 

principal's judgment of teacher effectiveness and the achievement of students (p. 183). 

The development and implementation of programs to ensure that highly 

qualified teachers are secured for each school are not limited to the public sector of 

education. Because of their need to continue to recruit students, nonpublic or private 

schools could be at risk if they do not continue to produce students who achieve high 

academic standards. Therefore, an evaluation process should examine the contents of 

the curriculum, the ability of the students and the competence of each teacher to 

effectively impart the assigned course content. 

An independent school is a private school or school of choice. Factors used to 

form the basis for clientele selection are day or boarding, single-sex or coeducational, 

religious affiliation, military origin, small or large, competitive or low key, traditional or 

innovative. 

The Independent Schools Association of the Southwest (ISAS) is a voluntary 

membership association of private schools in Kansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, 

Oklahoma, and Texas. Membership is open to any school which is in compliance with 

the accreditation standards of the ISAS. Since the association was founded in 1955, 



schools have been accredited by the state agencies. Three of the five states currently 

recognize the IS AS as an accrediting agency for nonpublic schools. Evaluation and 

accreditation represent an on-going process within the following time schedule: The 

first year entails a self-study, followed by a visitation. In the third year an interim 

report is submitted which allows the school to respond to specific points brought out 

by the visitation team. In the fifth year a report is submitted which addresses 

association concerns. In the eighth year the school responds to the points brought out 

by the standards committee in response to the five-year report. The tenth year 

requires a repeat of the cycle by the school conducting a self-evaluation and visitation. 

This accreditation program was recognized by the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher 

Education in 1965, by the New Mexico State Department of Education in 1971, and by 

the Texas State Commissioner of Education in 1987. 

The schools included in this research are incorporated, non-profit organizations 

which are financed primarily by tuition and contributions, and are members of the 

National Association of Independent Schools (NAIS) and the Independent Schools 

Association of the Southwest (ISAS). Members of the ISAS receive a monthly 

newsletter, are invited to meetings of chief administrators to discuss issues of 

common concern, and participate in an annual regional conference for administrators 

and teachers. Each independent school is subjected to an accreditation evaluation and 

a 10-year organizational survey to ensure that ISAS standards are achieved and 

maintained. 

As of 1977, independent schools were not required to comply with state 

requirements for teacher certification, nor did they have formal evaluation processes 

(Shoemaker, 1977, p. 23). However, teacher evaluation and staff development have 



since become emerging concerns of independent schools in the United States (The 

Reporter. 1986a, pp. 1-2). 

The extent to which reforms in state education, including mandates for teacher 

certification and systematic evaluation, will directly affect independent schools has not 

been determined. However, teacher effectiveness has always been considered the 

determining factor for the success of independent schools. 

After all, it is the teachers who work with and for our children, day in, day out, 
often through evenings and weekends—who share our anxieties and understand 
our frustrations when the going is rough for our child and share in our pride for our 
child's accomplishments—it is the teachers on whom we rely and depend and who 
deserve the greatest credit for success in our schools. (Chandler, 1980, p. 9) 

The establishment of pedagogic effectiveness has not been determined. 

Independent schools have given priority to on-the-job training rather than to college 

degrees in education and teacher certification. The ISAS provides an induction 

process for beginning teachers in their school organization (Independent Schools 

Association of the Southwest Newsletter. 1986). However, there is no common 

organizational method of evaluation similar to that used in public school districts. In 

describing the teacher evaluation process, the ISAS Guide for Self Study (1977) 

states that "the school has adopted a formal evaluation program. Teachers have been 

told how they will be evaluated and the criteria upon which judgments will be made. 

The results of the evaluation are shared with each teacher" (p. 11). The actual 

process of teacher evaluation in independent schools is developed and implemented by 

each school's administration. A comprehensive awareness of what actually comprises 

teacher evaluation and professional development in the schools does not exist. A 

1979 survey of teacher evaluation in the ISAS, conducted by Richard Ekdahl, revealed 

9 processes among 12 respondents from 35 member schools. Cookson (1980) found 



that this diversification was also evident among a national sample of schools. Teacher 

evaluation ranged from the very formal process of clearly established criteria, to the 

very informal process of feedback to a senior administrator of the schools through 

irregular channels (pp. 48-49). 

Although potential problems of teacher evaluation may not be immediately 

apparent, independent schools could experience a crisis if evaluation programs are not 

developed in order to monitor teacher effectiveness. The lifelong teacher in the 

independent school is rapidly disappearing (Rodman, 1986, p. 1). As in other school 

systems, independent school teachers must be recruited, evaluated, and afforded 

professional growth opportunities. 

Reformation of public-school systems provides a threat to independent schools 

by narrowing the gap between student achievement in public and nonpublic schools 

(Coleman, Hoffer, & Kilgore, 1960; Goldberg, 1987, p. 1.). Independent schools are 

concerned with the acquisition of high quality teachers whose preparation in the liberal 

arts is focused in an academic discipline (Kane, 1987, p. 43). The induction and 

retention of teachers are factors of considerable concern to independent schools (The 

Reporter. 1986a, pp. 1-2; Rodman, 1986, p. 1). These factors, in conjunction with 

teacher development, are being addressed by the National Association of Independent 

Schools' Academic Services Department (The Reporter. 1986b, pp. 1-2). 

The continuous professional development of independent school teachers is 

crucial to ensure that (a) teachers perform effectively in accordance with expectations, 

(b) quality teachers are placed and retained in classrooms, and (c) positive values and 

attitudes are developed in teachers within the system. Continuous growth programs 

are necessary for effective functioning in independent schools and represent an 



investment in quality control. Such programs must be linked to school policy and be 

carefully planned (Kemerer, 1980, p. 19). 

A review of related literature provides no indication that independent schools 

have established evaluation policies, developed and implemented formal evaluation 

processes, or required definitive continuing education of teachers. Present 

professional development programs in independent schools include a wide range of 

incentives and benefits, but many writers describe only the current programs of 

individual schools or proposed programs (Barter, 1984, pp. 40-41; Dey, 1980, p. 40; 

Kane, 1985a, pp. 21-23; Kemerer, 1980, p. 20). These writers also cite the need to 

attract and retain highly qualified teachers. No evidence was found which relates 

proposed professional development programs to the status of teachers. No 

suggestions as to how professional development opportunities relate to teachers' 

needs, as diagnosed through an evaluation process, were found in the literature about 

independent schools. 

The concept of faculty development in independent schools (Wilson, 1979) is 

based on concern for the vitality, progress, and effectiveness of the schools (p. 22). 

Because of an expected teacher shortage, Kane (1985b) suggests that independent 

schools apply some of the principles for the recruitment and retention of personnel 

which are used in the business community. Such principles include the profitability of 

personnel investment and provide individuals greater autonomy by cultivating 

employees' talents (p. 19). The major emphasis of this study was the determination 

of the extent to which independent schools have developed and implemented 

procedures for teacher evaluation. 



Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was the characteristics of teacher evaluation 

processes for determining teacher competence and professional development 

programs in the 45 independent schools of the Southwest. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were to determine (a) what teacher evaluation 

processes or instruments are used in the 45 independent schools of the southwest, 

(b) what types of professional development activities or programs are provided for 

teachers in these schools, and (c) how the development and implementation of the 

teacher evaluation process and professional development programs were perceived by 

teaching faculty in selected schools. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined as they relate to this study: 

Independent school refers to nonpublic schools which are members of the 

Independent Schools Association of the Southwest (ISAS). 

Senior administrator refers to the headmaster or headmistress of an 

independent school. Schools may have heads of lower schools (preschool or 

kindergarten to grades 5 or 6), middle school (grades 5 or 6 to grade 8), and upper 

school (grade 8 to grade 12) and a headmaster or headmistress. The headmaster or 

headmistress is hereafter referred to as the senior administrator. 

Teacher evaluation process refers to the components of the evaluation process 

and the instruments used in independent schools of the southwest to assess teachers' 

performance. 



Formative evaluation refers to the assessment of teachers' strengths and 

weaknesses in order to plan appropriate professional development activities for novice 

as well as veteran teachers. In this study, the evidence for the existence of formative 

evaluation is based on the senior administrator's responses to the survey instrument 

"Teacher Evaluation and Professional Development in Independent Schools" as 

verified by the instrument or procedure presently in effect in individual schools. 

Summative evaluation refers to the bases for administrative decisions 

involving teacher promotion and contract renewal as revealed by the senior 

administrator's responses to the survey instrument "Teacher Evaluation and 

Professional Development in the Independent Schools" and verified by the 

instruments or procedures presently in effect in individual schools. 

Professional development program refers to an organized effort by the school to 

upgrade individual faculty performance, to help improve present skill requirements, and 

to undertake new assignments while affording opportunities for personal growth and 

development (Eash & Lane, 1985, p. 127; Kemerer, 1980, p. 19). 

Background and Significance of the Study 

This study was undertaken due to an awareness of the lack of an evaluation 

process and a planned professional development program in some independent 

schools. Although the faculty in at least one independent school perceived that a 

teacher's evaluation was determined by the extent to which one "fitted in" or was 

perceived by parents and administrators to be doing a good job, it was evident that 

teachers in some schools were evaluated by the use of instruments. 

An attempt to discover more about evaluation procedures in independent 

schools revealed that specific procedures in these schools were not included in 



research literature on nonpublic schools. Even on a national level, research on 

independent schools is sparse, unrelated, and noncumulative. Erickson (1986), 

reports that less than 1% of educational research is currently conducted in independent 

schools, although 10% of the school-age population is enrolled in independent schools. 

Historically, independent schools have established their own personnel 

policies and processes. Because they have traditionally policed their own ranks, it is 

not apparent from the literature how independent schools develop procedures to 

ensure that competent teachers are acquired, how their competency is assessed, or 

how programs for professional growth are developed and implemented in individual 

schools. 

According to Chandler (1980), teacher performance is crucial to the effective 

functioning of independent schools (p. 8), and the schools' effectiveness is assessed in 

terms of the achievement of students. However, it cannot be assumed that teacher 

effectiveness, as assessed by an evaluation process, is a predictor of the 

effectiveness of independent schools (Medley & Coker, 1987, p. 139). If independent 

schools are more successful, the process used should be shared with all educators in 

an ongoing effort to find a valid evaluation process. 

Teachers are the most important resource and the largest financial investment 

(Gelman & McGoldrieh, 1980, p. 33) of schools; therefore, the retention of competent 

teachers is important. This is especially important in schools where the knowledge of 

subject matter is critical. Good teachers have marketable skills that are transferable 

to other higher-paying organizations (Kane, 1985, p. 20). The retention of competent 

faculty members is as important as the growth and improvement of marginal teachers 

and the elimination of incompetent ones. Evaluation and professional development 
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should focus on the teacher's classroom interaction and direct involvement with 

students rather than a checklist of predetermined behavior. As Barter (1984) states: 

It is what teachers do, what they think, how they interact with students—not the 
philosophy of the school, the style of learning, type of curriculum, or organization of 
the school—that ultimately controls the quality of the educational experience, 
(p. 37) 

The responsibility for the development of an evaluation process rests primarily 

with the chief administrator of the individual school. Every aspect of school life is 

influenced by the chief administrator, who may serve as a defender of tradition or as a 

proponent of change (Private Independent Schools. 1987, p. xii). 

The utility of this study lies in its attempt to investigate personnel processes 

which foster growth and development. Teachers in independent schools select the 

type of schools in which they teach (Kraushaar, 1972, pp. 142-144). They describe 

the benefits of teaching in terms of intrinsic factors such as abilities of students, 

discipline, and desirable working conditions ("Faculty Compensations," Independent 

School. February 1979, p. 31). But teachers in independent schools cite deficiencies 

in developmental factors, including the lack of (a) effective teaching strategies (Heath, 

1982, p. 35), (b) keeping current with research and innovation of a teaching field, and 

(c) directing the work of individual students (Kraushaar, 1972, p. 155). 

This study is an attempt to examine and identify schools which, through an 

evaluation process, identify teachers' needs for professional growth. The on-site 

visitations, of a selected sample of schools, reveal how schools have achieved and 

used teacher evaluation processes and professional development programs to improve 

teacher performance. 

The findings should help to make administrators of independent schools aware 

of programs within other southwestern schools. The findings should also aid 



11 

administrators who may be at the developmental stage of formulating programs for the 

improvement of instruction and the professional growth of teachers they wish to 

retain. 

Limitations 

It must be recognized that independent schools are widely diversified and are, 

therefore, free to operate with limited external or state control. Therefore, the schools 

in this study may have chosen to participate because they had exemplary programs, 

whereas some schools that declined to participate may have wished to avoid 

scrutinization. Consequently, the findings of this research relate only to schools in the 

study. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter contains a review of the philosophical and legal issues which 

shape independent schools and a discussion of their right to be educationally diverse. 

This diversification is discussed in terms of factors that could account for current 

development and implementation of teacher evaluation in independent schools. 

Teacher evaluation and professional development are discussed in general terms and 

as they pertain to independent schools specifically. The summary is related to the 

issues discussed which influence the research methodology presented in Chapter 3. 

Characteristics of Independent Schools 

History 

Education in colonial America was primarily a concern of individual families and 

set the precedent for the development of independent schools. Children were taught 

the rudiments of literacy at home by parents, were provided a tutor, or were sent to 

school in England. New England schools replicated the classical curriculum of British 

schools and were privately endowed. The concept of free public education became a 

reality after the Civil War. As the scope of public education broadened, a public-

private school dualism emerged. 

The fact that public education was state funded—and state controlled—created 

a conflict with parental rights inherent in the free exercise and liberty clauses of the 

First and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States. This was 

especially true for religious schools. These schools, as a component of the educational 

12 
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enterprise, had to fight for the liberty of parents to direct the education of their children 

in a country in which state governments provide publicly supported educational 

systems for all children. 

In Pierce v. Society of Sisters and Hill Military Academy (268 U. S. 510,1925), 

the Magna Charta of nonpublic schools, the United States Supreme Court ruled that it 

was unconstitutional to require parents to send children to public schools. Whereas 

there was no question of the power of the states to regulate schools, it was clearly 

established that nonpublic schools have a constitutional right to exist, and that 

parents have a right to choose an alternative to public education (Kraushaar, 1976, 

pp. 13-14). Elson (1969), however, declared that the state could not ensure an 

adequate education for all children without setting instructional requirements for 

nonpublic schools (p. 103). 

The scope of private schools broadened to include denominational groups and 

minorities. The factors of elitism and selectivity differentiated "private independent 

schools" from "private schools." One group of schools adhered to the original model of 

the New England schools—the private independent schools—and became organized 

in 1825 as the National Association of Independent Schools (NAIS). 

In 1987, the NAIS was comprised of approximately 68 regional associations 

and included more than 900 independent elementary and secondary schools. These 

schools exhibit a great diversity in educational philosophy, goals, and methods. One 

of the regional associations, the Independent Schools Association of the Southwest 

(ISAS), reflects the diversity among the 45 member schools in 4 southwestern states 

in 1987-88 (see Appendix A, p. 141). 

Independent schools are among the nonpublic schools that provide parental 

choice. However, state regulations have been minimal, allowing independent schools 
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to feature experimental programs and practices (Kraushaar, 1976, p. 5). Rather than 

duplicating programs to develop a uniform system, these schools emphasize a special 

strength such as fine arts and recruit students with talents or interests in that area. 

The minimal state regulations and the adaptation and development of unique programs 

are factors which may affect the type of teacher evaluation program utilized in a 

particular school. 

Philosophy is another factor that may determine the presence or lack of an 

evaluation program in an independent school. Until state education agencies require 

adherence to state mandated curriculum, or until government control is imposed 

because of the necessity to accept government aid, independent schools remain 

philosophically different from other school systems. 

As such, independent schools have a very intense social and educational 

environment which is organized to achieve certain goals (Baird, 1977, p. xiii). 

According to McMillan (1979), administrators use this "independence" to develop 

methods which are most appropriate for their particular schools (p. 182). This latitude 

also determines the kind of evaluation programs that may exist in one school and not 

in another as a result of experience, exposure, and previous practices. 

Accreditation is another factor which is considered to have an impact on the 

evaluation of teachers in independent schools. The Texas Education Agency (TEA), 

the agency for state school accreditation, no longer accredits new nonpublic schools in 

Texas. Schools with prior accreditation retained their accreditation through May 31, 

1989. The decision to discontinue accreditation of private schools was due to the 

financial burden of the state to reform public education, and specifically the heavy 

bureaucratic demands of the implementation of House Bill 72. New schools, and those 

presently accredited by TEA, must apply to the Texas Private School Accreditation 
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Commission (TEPSAC). This commission assists schools in contacting accreditation 

associations including the Southern Association of Schools and Colleges (SACS) 

which is an accrediting body for both public and nonpublic schools. The standards for 

membership in the Independent Schools Association of the Southwest (ISAS) include 

specific reference to teacher evaluation and professional development of teachers. 

Standard 4.2.0 requires evidence that "the school shall provide regular supervision of 

faculty and staff and shall have a program of regular evaluation of individual faculty and 

staff performance;" and standard 4.3.0 requires evidence that the school provides, on a 

regular basis, opportunities for the professional growth and development of faculty and 

staff (Independent Schools Association of the Southwest Membership Information. 

1988, p. 12). 

Organization and Control 

Independent schools are incorporated, nonprofit, tax-exempt organizations 

which are actually private business enterprises. As such, independent schools are 

financed by students who are attracted by a school's philosophy, goals, and programs; 

the achievements of its alumni; and the reputation of competent faculties. 

The choice of a teacher evaluation process is associated with views of teaching 

(Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983, p. 299). A view of the independent 

school—instruction to meet the organizational goal of producing high-achieving 

students—has been shaped by the philosophical base of classical humanism 

(Shoemaker, 1977, p. 23) and affected by the progressive school movement 

(Kraushaar, 1976, p. 46). This progressive movement was founded by teachers who 

were eager to build upon children's creative bent and by parents who were dissatisfied 

with traditionalism in schools (Kraushaar, 1976, p. 491). 
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In Private Independent Schools. (1987), a comprehensive guide for families 

looking for a school, the independent schools promote reflection and adherence to a 

tradition of academic excellence (pp. 3-16). The goals of these schools are focused 

upon the intellectual advancement of students. Therefore, policy and philosophy 

formulation in relation to classroom achievement are influenced by these goals of high 

academic standards and are reflected in curriculum content. 

In their pursuit and maintenance of high academic standards, independent 

schools concentrate on a narrower college preparatory curriculum; they do not provide 

a terminal education for students who do not plan to go to college (McMillan, 1979, 

p. 169). As autonomous institutions, independent schools are theoretically free, to be 

imaginative, experimental, traditional, or eccentric (Kraushaar, 1976, p. 45). Although 

a school's history and traditions affect its programs and functioning, Kraushaar (1976) 

suggests that independent schools seem conditioned by what is salable in the 

education market (p. 45). Independent schools, therefore, are private business 

enterprises, with an assortment of philosophies and goals which operate outside the 

state's regulatory powers. 

The selectivity factor of an independent school, as a business organization, is 

fundamentally different from that of other businesses in America. A number of unique 

features complicates the simple formula of "products plus marketing" of independent 

and other private schools. For example, since independent schools compete with free 

public schools, they must offer a higher quality product. Consequently, they advertise 

widely, emphasizing their environments, programs, and teachers available to produce 

exceptional students. They also cater to the differing needs of parents and offer a 

variety of facilities (e. g., day or boarding, coeducational or single sex, ungraded or 
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multi-age, denominational or nondenominational) (Private Independent Schools. 1987, 

p. x). 

Education is a labor-intensive industry where quality control rests with 

teacher-student interaction (Barter, 1984, p. 42). Gage (1984) advises that teaching 

is the central process in the education business (p. 87). As a major constituent of 

such an enterprise, teachers should be of crucial concern to independent school 

management. The importance of teachers to the achievement of the goals of these 

schools is crucial to the success of the independent school. 

Kane (1985b, p. 21) likens the demands that independent schools make of their 

teachers to the extraordinary performance that successful companies demand of their 

workers. Thus, it is important to understand the assessment and development of the 

teachers in the organizational context of the independent school and the controlling 

role of the chief administrator. 

Boushay (1977) concludes that shared independent school leadership is a 

trend only in its infancy and that its implementation depends on the governance style 

evident in the school's policy-shaping and policy-making apparatus (p. 24). It is a fact 

that the senior administrator is the center of school life (Baird, 1977, p. 49) and is 

potentially the most vital force, influencing almost every aspect of school life (Private 

Independent Schools. 1987, p. xii). Leadership, decision-making power, and the direct 

impact of various constituencies on teacher assessment and growth can best be 

delineated by focusing on the function of the constituencies which are most common 

among schools. These are described in the following paragraphs. 

The board of trustees sets general policy. The senior administrator is 

responsible for the school's operation, including appointment of faculty, enrollment of 

students, and design of the curriculum. The board of trustees, therefore, is the policy-
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making body that determines the evaluation process and provisions for funding 

professional development. 

The senior administrator serves as a political strategist and educational 

statesman, guiding all constituents toward attaining the goals of the school and 

ensuring institutional quality and vitality (Kemerer, 1974, p. 53). The top priority and 

responsibility of the senior administrator is the identification and nurturing of a highly 

qualified faculty. However, the senior administrator's management style, 

relationships with faculty, and perceived role as a defender of tradition or a catalyst of 

change can have an impact on the way evaluation is conducted. 

Teachers in independent schools are the technicians. Because they are 

afforded a great deal of autonomy, their classroom performance is crucial to the 

effectiveness of the organization. According to Raywid (1983), they have a high level 

of control over decisions essential to a school's operation, such as the selection and 

control of instructional methods (p. 686). 

Because independent schools are constantly under the critical eye of their 

patrons, evaluation is necessary to ensure quality control. Effective instruction by the 

faculty is important to any school that concentrates on the quality of service rendered 

to students. When this quality is sought in an open, honest spirit, evaluation can help 

to clarify the school's mission (Shoemaker, 1977, p. 26). 

The organization of an independent school involves all of its constituents, from 

trustees to students. The school has to be accountable for the delivery of programs 

offered. Although trustees set policy, it is the chief administrator who controls and 

influences the operation of the school. 
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Teacher Evaluation 

History 

As Charles (1987) points out, teacher evaluation is the result of public 

demands for accountability and coincides with teacher demands for salary increases. 

The history of teacher evaluation reveals a diversity of approaches resulting from 

superficially contrived instruments to measure teacher ability, inconsistency of 

research findings, and teacher resistance to evaluation (pp. 63-65). Therefore, this 

section focuses on the theoretical developments, methods, and purposes of teacher 

evaluation. 

The development and implementation of teacher evaluation programs which 

result from legislated reform have implications for both public and nonpublic school 

practices. John Esty (1983), president of the National Association of Independent 

Schools, clarifies this statement: 

Independent schools can be no stronger than the public schools, there is a subtle 
interaction in both systems, and it is in our best interest to work for strong public 
schools. Nowhere is this better illustrated than in the common need to attract 
good young teachers and retain the best of them. (pp. 25-26) 

Current methods of teacher evaluation have often used one or more of the 

following techniques: (a) tests to measure teacher characteristics, (b) achievement 

test scores of students in the teacher's classroom, and (c) ratings of teacher 

performance in the classroom (Soar, Medley, & Coker, 1984, p. 239). McGreal (1982) 

recommends a separation of administrative and supervisory behavior; that is, the 

evaluation of the teacher and the evaluation of teaching (p. 303). The delineation of 

the purposes of evaluation which predetermines the outcome of either formative or 

summative evaluation clarifies the focus of the process in terms of purpose. 
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According to Mclntyre (1985), two necessary and desirable purposes of 

evaluation are (a) to help teachers improve performance and (b) to provide data with 

which to make important decisions about teachers (p. 1). These purposes are further 

delineated for the individual and organization and in terms of teacher accountability— 

implying the use of evaluation for summative purposes, and teacher improvement— 

implying the use of evaluation for formative purposes. 

Teacher evaluation serves four basic purposes. These purposes are identified 

in Table 1. As indicated in the table, the four purposes are described as being either 

formative or summative. Formative evaluation is a process of growth and 

improvement that focuses on the marginal or incompetent teacher. Summative 

evaluation is a process that is designed for those who are already competent, 

embodies a reach toward excellence, ensures quality, and serves as a basis for those 

who fail to meet standards after a formative process. 

The idea that the assessment of teacher performance is either wholly 

summative or formative is rejected by Charles (1987, p. 62). Evaluation is a 

continuum from the purely summative—the traditional type that emphasizes personnel 

decisions—to the purely formative—the clinical supervision model directed at 

professional improvement of the individual teacher (Stodolsky, 1984, p. 11). Each has 

its purpose. 

Formative evaluation is directed toward the teacher and is intended to be 

helpful. Therefore, formative evaluation should be ensured before summative 

evaluation is conducted. According to Raths and Preskill (1982), formative evaluation 

is designed to provide the teacher with information, tips, advice, and suggestions that 

should serve to enhance the summative evaluation that the teacher will eventually 

receive (p. 310). 
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Table 1 

Purposes of Teacher Evaluation 

Purpose 
Level 

Accountability 
(Summative) 

Improvement 
(Formative) 

Individual 

Organizational 

Personnel Decisions 

School Status Decisions 

Staff Development 

School Improvement 

Sources: Darling-Hammond et al., 1983, p. 302; Wise et al., 1985, p. 68. 

A teacher is selected and nurtured to meet the requirements of a school and 

then assessed to ascertain that the standard of performance is maintained. Among 

the foremost prerequisites for excellent teaching are knowledge of subject matter and 

knowledge of effective teaching methods (Munroe, 1984, p. 39). The items usually 

included in formative evaluation are those which teachers declare to be their strongest 

concerns and needs for professional development, such as classroom management and 

discipline (Fox & Singletary, 1986, p. 14), delivery modes (Christensen, 1981, p. 83), 

ways to motivate bright but lazy or uninterested students (Baird, 1977, p. 52), ways 

to develop students' ability to inquire, discover, and think critically (Baird, 1977, p. 

51), and the provision of practice and models to formulate the best programs (Baird, 

1977, p. 51). 

Summative evaluation is not an extension of formative evaluation (Bloom 1980; 

Bloom, Hastings & Madaus, 1971). The summative outcome is the grading label, 

such as outstanding, satisfactory, or needs improvement, assigned to a teacher's 

performance (Raths & Preskill, 1982, p. 311). This process helps teachers to improve 
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from data, judgments, and suggestions regarding what to teach and how to teach 

(Millman, 1981, p. 13). Although summative evaluation may not be a means of 

improving instruction, it is essential to ensure that superior teachers are rewarded, 

that students are protected from incompetence, that the teacher selection process is 

validated, and that information is provided to modify teaching assignments, promotion, 

and termination (Raths & Preskill, 1982, p. 310). 

The theoretical bases of the formative approach for teacher improvement and 

the summative approach for teacher accountability focus on the need for teacher 

growth and development. The evaluation of teachers generally focuses on evaluation 

of the teacher rather than evaluation of teaching. Current practices are discussed in 

the following section. 

Current Practices in Teacher Evaluation 

This section presents summaries of the reasons why, how, and by whom 

teacher evaluation should be conducted, and explores what aspects should be 

evaluated. 

Recent research reflects the use of student evaluation for reasons other than 

rating teachers. Other uses include the collection of data to identify teacher methods 

for improving classroom behavior (Turco & Elliott, 1986), to survey student 

perceptions of ways lessons could be improved (Lloyd & Lloyd, 1986), and to 

determine which aspects of instruction students enjoy (Austin-Ward, 1986). Teacher 

evaluation criteria are the basis of ensuing debate relating to the skills and behaviors 

that should be observed, rated, or documented. 

Evaluation criteria express objective statements that specifically identify the 

dimensions of teaching performance or characteristics to be evaluated (Duke & 



23 

Stiggins, 1986, p. 27; Raths & Preskill, 1982, p. 311). However, the methods of 

teacher evaluation are composed of a single evaluation or a combination of procedures. 

These include classroom observation, self-evaluation, peer evaluation, parent 

evaluation, student performance and artifact collection (McGreal, 1982, pp. 303-306), 

interviews, testing student ratings, and out-of-class activities (Millman, 1981, p. 39). 

Predetermined factors which contribute to effective teaching change as 

educators continue to search for more effective evaluation measures. In 1984, 

Stodolsky summarized current practices and reported that teachers were judged with 

regard to aspects of personality, personal appearance, preparation and planning, 

teaching techniques, knowledge of subject matter, teacher-pupil relationships, 

adaptation of instruction to individual differences, effective communication, and 

classroom management (p. 12). By 1986, the focus on teacher preparation resulted in 

such drastic measures as standardized testing of teachers, evaluation of scholastic 

records, control of teacher education curricula, and monitoring of pre- and in-service 

performance (Menacker, Hurwitz, & Weldon, 1986, p. 123). 

Criteria which have not received much discussion in the literature include a 

collection of samples of teaching materials. These artifacts, as described by McGreal 

(1982), include study guides, question sheets, homework assignments, practice tests, 

experiments, descriptions of drills and practice activities, and quizzes and tests (p. 

304). 

According to Soar, Medley, and Coker (1984), teacher evaluation methods 

reveal a subjective judgment of teaching skills and have often employed one or more of 

the following methods: (a) tests to measure teacher characteristics, (b) achievement 

test scores of students in the teachers' classroom, and (c) ratings of teachers' 

performance in the classroom (p. 239). The procedures for collection of data, the 
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frequency of observation and evaluation, the procedure for communicating the results, 

and allowance for teachers to reply to and remediate negative evaluations are often 

included in teacher contracts (Strike & Bull, 1981). 

Barter (1984) recommends documentation and an annual written evaluation, 

stating strengths and weaknesses, areas of improvement, and specific instructions on 

how teachers can improve (p. 40). Epstein (1985) advises that all teachers should be 

judged on multiple criteria important to the education of students (p. 5). Wood (1976) 

recommends videotaped micro-lessons. McGreal (1982) views teacher goal-setting 

as the core of the evaluation process (p. 303). This method allows for an 

individualized definition of growth and development rather than standardized 

definitions that ignore an individual's particular teaching context or personal stage of 

growth (Darling-Hammond, 1986, p. 547). 

A review of the literature relating to who should conduct evaluations reveals a 

preference for the team approach rather than evaluation by only one evaluator. 

Millman (1981), however, warns that evaluators are not equally suited to evaluate all 

aspects of teaching (p. 13). The evaluation of teachers is generally conducted by the 

school administrator, heads of departments, peers, self, or students. The evaluation of 

teachers by parents has not received much emphasis in either public or nonpublic 

school literature. The literature related to teacher evaluation by personnel is 

summarized in the following paragraphs. 

Evaluation of teachers bv the school administrator. The dominant mechanism 

for teacher evaluation is the observation of the teacher by the school administrator, 

the curriculum supervisor, or a team created for this specific purpose (Stodolsky, 1984, 

p. 12). As early as 1976, Wood recommended a job description of all independent 
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school administrators and department chairpersons that would include supervision of 

teachers (p. 43). 

Evaluation of teachers bv the head of department. The head of the department 

is the most logical person to assume the responsibility for conducting evaluations 

(Boke, 1980, p. 69). The role of the head of a department is to aid individual faculty 

growth; to bring cohesiveness to the department; to be responsive to discussions; to 

visit classes each week in order to obtain a perspective for discussions; to be an 

integral part of every course; to have a knowledge of individual faculty functioning as 

well as of the program as a whole; to be aware of materials currently in use and those 

to be acquired; and to conduct a formal evaluation each year, spending as much as two 

weeks observing, discussing observations, and presenting teachers with written 

reports (Boke, 1980, p. 69). 

Evaluation of teachers bv peers. Peer evaluation is most relevant to schools 

in which the concepts of teacher evaluation relate to the improvement of instruction. 

In his Teacher Evaluation Handbook. Renfro Manning (1988) includes peer evaluation 

as a technique that meets the need for formative evaluation (p. 43). Peer evaluation is 

increasingly used in conjunction with a supervisor (p. 10). The recommended team 

approach of peer, principal, and subject specialist is a budgetary consideration faced 

with the constraints of time, money, and release time for teachers (p. 11). The 

advantage of a peer who could give advice in the pre-observation conference, check for 

effective implementation during class visitation, and analyze and give further 

recommendations in the post-evaluation conference is the rationale behind the 

master-mentor-buddy systems. 
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The concept of master teacher, which is receiving increasing attention by 

school systems, offers great potential for the improvement of teaching (Galvez-

Hjornevik, 1986, p. 10; Klein, 1985, p. 43), and needs to be specified by policy, as there 

are evidently two approaches to defining the concept of master teacher. The "better-

than" approach allows the master teacher to perform specialized functions including 

curriculum planning, monitoring student progress, and formulating and administering 

evaluation schemes. The "more-than" approach allows the master teacher to serve 

as a mentor for new or inexperienced teachers who need special assistance in order to 

become more effective (Griffin, 1985, pp. 2-3). 

A master teacher should be a highly competent (Huling-Austin, 1986, p. 56), 

experienced (Greeley, 1967, p. 27), and effective classroom practitioner (Doyle, 1985, 

p. 14); be a curriculum leader (Klein, 1986, pp. 35-36) in the same discipline as the 

protege (Galvez-Hjornevik, 1986, p. 6); be of compatible ideology and personality; 

and be willing to devote adequate time and energy (Huling-Austin, 1986, p. 56). New 

teachers should be given a realistic view of the teaching profession (Hitz & Roper, 

1986, p. 66). In 1976, Wood recommended that each first-year teacher be assigned to 

an experienced teacher for discussion of methods, subject matter, ideas, and problems, 

and that progress reports be submitted to the head of the school (p. 42). Mentors 

help novice teachers deal with the realities of teaching (Kane, 1985a, p. 30). Master 

teachers help with issues of class management and teaching strategies, sit in on 

initial parent conferences, introduce new teachers to colleagues (Jellinek, 1985, p. 9), 

and are involved in beginning teacher evaluation (Galvez-Hjornevik, 1986, p. 6). 

Teachers who have a mentor report that they are able to acquire skills and strategies 

previously absent from their teaching practices (Galvez-Hjornevik, 1986, p. 7). The 

mentor functions which are most useful to teachers include informal conversations, 
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time to visit and observe a mentor teaching, and to review a mentor's written reports 

of classroom observations (Huffman & Leak, 1986, p. 24). 

Teacher self-evaluation. Teacher self-evaluation affords the opportunity to 

analyze strengths and weaknesses without fear of external observation, helps the 

teacher develop confidence in improvement of instruction, and allows the teacher to 

document improvement while assessing and revising strategies and outcomes over a 

period of time (Hartman, 1978, p. 11). Evaluation should promote self-criticism and 

give teachers a sense of responsibility for their own professional growth (Gelman & 

McGoldrich, 1980, p. 37). 

Student evaluation of teachers. The evaluation of teachers by students is 

frequently utilized in public education (Stodolsky, 1984, p. 12). McGreal (1982) 

specifies student descriptive data rather than ratings (p. 304). If care is taken, even 

the reports of young children can be used for teacher evaluation (Driscoli, Crow, & 

Larson, 1984-85, p. 49). Farley (1981) recommends combining student perspectives 

with other information (p. 185). However, these evaluation criteria are rejected by 

Soar, Medley, and Coker on the grounds of pupil variability and limitations of tests 

(1984, p. 33). 

The use of student achievement scores to judge teacher competence is a 

subject of controversy. Opponents of this method argue that teachers are 

professionals rather than technicians. Technicians are evaluated by the results they 

produce, but professionals are not judged in this fashion (Soar et al., 1984, p. 240). 

Furthermore, student achievement is affected by many factors other than the ability of 

the teacher (Coleman et al., 1960). Doyle (1983) recommends that, if student 
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achievement scores are used for teacher evaluation, the tests, questionnaires, or other 

evaluation tools should be constructed according to a careful plan (p. 25). 

Teachers should be evaluated in order to improve instruction by a multifaceted 

process, and each facet should be developed by an evaluator who is skilled in the 

discipline or field. Teachers and evaluators should establish a goal during a 

preevaluation conference. They should have an opportunity to assess the 

achievement of that goal during classroom observation, and hold a follow-up 

discussion to assess teaching and to set new goals. Peer evaluation is emerging as a 

valuable summative strategy for the coexistence of teacher evaluation and 

professional development. 

Teacher Evaluation in Independent Schools 

Attitudes Toward Evaluation 

Teacher evaluation in independent schools is viewed with mixed feelings by 

administrators. The idea of judging a colleague often causes consternation, 

misunderstanding, and fear (Sullivan & Dickerson, 1976, p. 41). The purpose of 

teacher evaluation in an independent school has not been clearly delineated by policy. 

Whereas administrators say the function of evaluation is to help teachers grow 

professionally, evaluation is often seen as related to pay increases or contract renewal 

(Sullivan & Dickerson, 1976, p. 41). In 1977, Hawley found evaluation to be more of a 

ritual than a useful procedure, with no provision for follow-up or continuous 

assessment (pp. 39-40). 

Shoemaker (1977) declares that teacher evaluation in the independent school 

is usually intuitive, informal, or non-existent (p. 23). Cookson, in 1980, found it to be 

traditionally casual and unpretentious (p. 53), taking place almost by osmosis; that is, 
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continuous informal evaluation by students, parents, and administrators resulted in a 

perception that the teacher was doing a good job (p. 47). 

Sullivan and Dickerson (1976) report reactions of resistance to evaluation, 

including statements that teachers are professionals and police their own ranks, that 

good camaraderie exists in the school, and that a chief administrator knows what a 

teacher does, and which teachers are good (p. 41). There may be some merit to the 

autonomy and freedom of instruction of independent school teachers who do not have 

to subscribe to mandated curriculum content, the presentation of planned units of 

instruction, and the documentation of material covered which exists in public 

education. However, this leads to the debate over whether teaching is an art or a 

science. 

From an independent school perspective, Shoemaker (1977) posits reasons for 

the resistance to evaluation in independent schools. Among them are the concept that 

teaching is an art and, as such, is elusive to evaluation or even description, the 

argument that the time required for evaluation detracts from teaching, and the belief 

that teaching takes place throughout the school, not just the classroom. Therefore, 

evaluation processes will have to cover all areas (Shoemaker, 1977, p. 23). Baird 

(1977) explains that faculty are selected not only for academic qualifications, but also 

for enthusiasm and willingness to devote an extensive amount of non-class time 

working as counselors, sponsors of activities, or just "being there" for students (p. 

46). Because teachers deal with such complex issues, it is recommended that they be 

evaluated as professionals (Soar et al., 1984, p. 240). Having a formal evaluation 

instrument in the independent school is not as important as having an open, consistent 

process which involves teachers (Cookson, 1980, p. 50). 
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Baird (1977) attributes reluctance to change to the fact that, in an area where 

schools have been established for a century or more, there may be little outside 

encouragement to change (p. 7). Shoemaker (1977), however, views teacher 

evaluation as being introspective and implying change; therefore, if the clientele is 

satisfied with the existing situation, schools may not wish to lose public favor by 

making a change (p. 3). 

At the time of Shoemaker's (1977) observations, when schools were tuned to 

parent sensitivity, independent schools attracted and retained effective teachers. 

Rodman (1986) warns that these schools are not immune to the pending teacher 

shortage and that it is becoming increasingly difficult to fill positions with the same 

quality of teachers who have traditionally been attracted to and retained by 

independent schools (pp. 1-15). According to Hawley, in 1977 many independent 

schools were "devising or revising procedures for assessing the performance of their 

teaching staffs" (p. 39). 

Few observations are recorded regarding the state of the art of teaching prior 

to 1980, but evidence of teachers' needs and weaknesses are recorded. Heath (1982) 

found that few teachers could demonstrate how they might develop teaching 

strategies to achieve the goals of the school (p. 35). Kraushaar (1972) reports that 

areas of weakness cited by teachers in independent schools include rapport and 

communication with students, ability to teach without dominating students, inspiring 

students, keeping up with research and innovation in their teaching field, and 

organizing and directing the work of individual students (p. 155). Cookson (1980) 

reports that the independent school teachers surveyed in his study found faculty 

observation and discussion to be most useful, but stated that administrator evaluation 
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and discussion were least helpful (p. 51). Independent schools now desire more 

accountable systems of teacher performance (The Reporter. 1986b, p. 1). 

First-year teachers are a concern for all school systems and are the focus of 

concentrated effort in independent schools. In its report A Nation at Risk, the 

National Commission on Excellence (1983) stated that teacher preparation programs 

need substantive improvement. The commission proposed the development and 

implementation of a national certification examination for all teachers (Menacker et al., 

1986, p. 123). In an independent school, without the certification prerequisites of a 

public system, the needs and abilities of beginning teachers are issues which are 

addressed by the regional Beginning Teacher Institute. 

The transition from student teacher to practitioner can be eased by a properly 

staffed induction program (Fox & Singletary, 1986, p. 15). The retention of beginning 

teachers is especially important to independent school administrators who are aware 

of the more lucrative professions available to college graduates. Greeley (1967) 

observes that new teachers arrive with no practical idea of teaching except what they 

observed as students (p. 27), and some practitioners cite themselves as the primary 

source of knowledge about teaching (Howsham, 1981, p. 145). Wood (1976) 

recommends that department heads evaluate courses so that new teachers are not 

assigned to teach courses that require extensive preparation, and that a buddy system 

be developed so that experienced teachers assist new teachers (p. 42). 

The importance of educating and preparing new teachers is evidenced by the 

ISAS's development of a Beginning Teacher Institute which is geared to the 

development of teachers who are new to independent schools, and to recent graduates 

entering the teaching field. Independent school teachers learn the discipline while 

learning to teach (Kane, 1985a, p. 27). Wood (1976) warns that first-year teachers 
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are doomed to failure if they are not evaluated by their department chair or the head of 

the school. If left to their own resources, teachers become frustrated and succumb to 

the idea that teaching is not for them. 

Bennet (1985) recommends a formal evaluation process for beginning teachers 

in the early years of their careers (p. 2). Cookson (1980) justifies this process with 

the fact that teachers are becoming more diversified in their backgrounds and duties. 

Therefore, an evaluation process is needed that indicates, comprehensively and 

accurately, whether teachers are carrying out their professional responsibilities as 

well as how to capitalize on the strengths and desires of faculty (p. 53). However, the 

methods of identification of strengths and weaknesses in independent schools are not 

evident from the literature. The issue of pre- and post-evaluation communication is 

not evident in current independent school literature. The prevailing perception that 

teacher evaluation is resisted, and that teachers view evaluation as harassment 

rather than professional growth opportunity, necessitates an analysis of the 

evaluation processes currently in effect in independent schools. 

Processes of Evaluation Now Being Used 

In 1979, Richard Ekdahl, the Executive Director of the Independent Schools of 

the Southwest, conducted a survey of teacher evaluation practices in the 35 member 

schools. ISAS received responses from only 12 schools, resulting in the compilation of 

9 evaluation processes. Data compiled from the instruments and descriptions 

submitted in response to the 1979 ISAS Survey and reported by Ekdahl in Evaluation 

of Teachers: Current Practices, reveal that teacher evaluation was conducted by 

administrators, teacher self-evaluation, peer evaluation, student evaluation, parent 

evaluation, and team evaluation. Evaluation of teachers was usually conducted at the 
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beginning of the school year, in January, or when teachers needed assistance. 

Evaluation was conducted at various levels of the school. Only one school reported 

that evaluation was conducted at all levels. Evaluation instruments were the primary 

means of evaluation. Reasons for conducting evaluations were given in only three 

cases: staff development, goal-setting, and improvement. Similarly, only three 

schools reported post-evaluation conferences with teachers. It was not evident which 

processes were prevalent among schools (Ekdahl, 1979). 

The Independent Schools Association of the Southwest Guide for Self Study 

(1977) requires that teachers be told the method of evaluation and the evaluation 

criteria, and that results of the evaluation be shared with the teachers (p. 11). 

Therefore, it may be assumed that in the process of self-study the school ensures that 

it is in compliance with the standard. 

It is possible that processes other than those submitted in the ISAS survey 

are in existence among the schools of the southwest since there is evidence of other 

processes among other regional independent schools (Cookson, 1980, pp. 48-49; 

Leshan, 1977, pp. 26-27; Shoemaker, 1977, p. 23). Cookson's (1980) study was 

designed to investigate teachers' perceptions of both formal and informal evaluation. 

The findings identified four distinct types: very formal, formal, informal, and very 

informal (pp. 50-51). 

Formal evaluation is discussed most frequently in independent school 

literature as what should be, rather than what is. In 1980, Cookson predicted that 

administrators would be drawn toward more formal approaches in order to solve 

managerial problems, whereas teachers would want methods to reduce isolation and 

promote professionalism (p. 53). 
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In summary, there is a shortage of research literature on independent schools. 

The published articles which include discussions, proposals, and recommendations 

pertaining to the character of teacher evaluation in independent schools, reveal that 

evaluation lacks purpose and refinement. This is the result of the attitude that 

evaluation is a form of harassment rather than a tool for growth. 

Relationship of Evaluation to Professional Development 

The purpose of professional development is to promote better teaching, greater 

understanding of teaching, and improved curricula (Holly & Blackman, 1981, p. 10). 

Therefore, evaluation and professional development must coexist. The literature 

offers many recommendations. 

Professional development is related to personnel investment, and, according to 

Dobson, Dobson and Koetting (1982), faculty development should include the 

development of the total person (pp. 23-33). As Kemerer (1980) explains, such 

programs ensure that teacher strengths are maintained and weaknesses are 

corrected. He advises that teacher development programs should be linked to the 

evaluation process in order to ascertain whether newly acquired skills and information 

are reflected in the classroom performance of teachers (p. 21). A school can protect 

its financial investment in teachers by giving support that is both nurturing and 

evaluative (Gelman & McGoldrich, 1980, p. 33). In order for schools to nurture, 

assessment should be made to determine individual and institutional responsibility in 

the development of teachers as professionals. As Dey (1980) emphasizes, if great 

teachers make great schools, nurturing great teachers becomes at least as important 

as the education of the student (p. 38). 
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Most independent schools acknowledge the significance of continued learning, 

but do not always offer financial support for professional development (Kane, 1985b, 

p. 21). Several schools endow funds for formal and informal study, sabbatical leaves, 

graduate study, summer study, and travel (p. 21). The importance of school funding 

and reimbursement of teacher development activities is addressed by Lortie (1975). 

He advises independent school administrators to make efforts to retain outstanding 

teachers and to focus on ensuring that teachers can do their best without disruption or 

financial hardships (p. 101). 

Almost all of the recent national and state plans for reforming public education 

have addressed the need to improve the quality of teachers (Menacker et al., 1986, 

p. 123), but few educators have identified a realistic approach to continuous staff 

development (Munroe, 1984, pp. 39-40). Cooley and Thompson (1984-85) analyzed 

state programs and concluded that diversity and inconsistency often characterize state 

staff development and revised certification programs (p. 67). By making teacher 

development a priority, schools can demonstrate that growth is not limited to the first 

few years of teaching. For most schools, this means revising and assessing 

evaluation procedures (Kane, 1985a, p. 30). It is also an issue for policy-makers. In 

1980, Kemerer concluded that professional development programs of independent 

schools were not systematically integrated with policy and that development was a 

peripheral activity, a type of fringe benefit (p. 20). 

The extent to which teachers grow as a result of the teacher evaluation 

process depends on the quality and the perceived usefulness of the feedback they 

receive. But it is the quality of the data that determines the quality of the feedback to 

teachers (Duke & Stiggins, 1986, p. 27). 
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Professional development of teachers involves the evolution of a career—the 

phases and adaptations teachers are likely to make from the first time they enter a 

classroom until the time they retire (Jellinek, 1985, p. 7). According to Farley (1981), 

development builds on the solution of problems, thus enabling the teacher to develop 

successful teaching techniques (p. 186). 

The teacher evaluation system should initiate the process by which 

administrators help teachers become increasingly capable of ensuring greater 

responsibility for their own development, and increasingly willing to accept that 

responsibility so that they can teach students more effectively (Sullivan & Dickerson, 

1976, p. 41). The coexistence of teacher evaluation and professional development 

implies an investment of an individual school in assuring teachers that there are 

provisions for growth. Such provisions are contingent upon funding. 

Kemerer (1980) addresses the issue of financial resources for funding of 

professional development. He advises that schools invest substantial sums for this 

phase of their operation, but warns that, in order to ensure a substantial benefit to the 

school in return for its investment, development activities should be a part of staff 

evaluation to determine whether newly acquired skills or information is actually being 

reflected in job performance (p. 21). 

Faculty development takes time, commitment, and leadership (Hawley, 1977, 

p. 40). It requires that the administration identify the calibre of teacher the school 

requires and delineate processes to identify and develop that kind of teacher. This is 

clearly a matter for the policy-makers of the school system. 

Menacker et al. (1986) advise that upgrading teachers is a serious policy 

issue. Kemerer (1980) recommends that professional development should be linked 

to the school's personnel policy (p. 19). In the Independent Schools Association of the 
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Southwest Guide for Self Study (1977), the statement relating to the standard of 

independent school teachers assumes that all schools have highly qualified faculty: 

The school hires only individuals who are highly qualified for the teaching positions 
which they hold. They are experts in their field and do not need stimulation by the 
school to keep abreast of their teaching field. Each individual assumes 
responsibility for his own professional growth. The teacher who does not take this 
responsibility does not deserve, and will not have, a place on this school's faculty. 
(p. ID 

A review of the literature relating to current practices in independent schools 

reveals the adoption of a "how-to" approach, again reflecting what should be, rather 

than indicating what is in effect. However, the concept of growth activities which has 

been quoted by Wilson (1979) in Independent School is applicable to independent 

schools: 

the sum of all planned activities designed for the purpose of improving, expanding 
and renewing the skills, knowledge, and abilities of participants. This includes 
institutes, workshops, seminars, special purpose meetings in and out of school as 
well as in and out of education, (p. 19) 

Writers such as Barter (1984), Dey (1980), and Locke (1980) focus on teacher 

rejuvenation and ways to keep teachers' options open. Kemerer (1980) explores 

ways to keep teachers from tiring of their job and to aid their personal growth and 

development. Kemerer emphasizes the importance of professional development 

because it is necessary to facilitate support and involvement even for curriculum 

change (p. 21). 

Major weaknesses of staff development have been (a) an emphasis on skill 

training rather than on educating the teacher as a professional (Rodriguez & 

Johnstone, 1986, p. 94) and (b) a lack of emphasis on helping the teacher to achieve a 

high degree of vocational adaptation by balancing job demands with personal 

fulfillment (Heath, 1986). 
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In describing her work at the Klingenstein Summer Institute, a professional 

development program, Pearl Kane (1985a) reports that 100% of the teachers listed 

methodology as their greatest need (p. 27). However, there should be some 

unification of teaching standards (Macaluso & Scoble, 1985, pp. 9-10). Esty (1983) 

advises that A Nation at Risk applies to independent schools as well (pp. 25-26). 

Therefore, educational reforms which include teacher improvement apply to 

independent schools. The role of the independent school in educational reform has 

been addressed as follows: 

Independent schools have a unique opportunity, and therefore a unique obligation 
to take the lead in professional reform. A commitment to training future teachers 
must be intentional and go beyond what schools are already doing. (Macaluso & 
Scoble, 1985, p. 11) 

Teacher development in independent schools is perceived as the active 

participation in growth of self and of the school (Wilson, 1979, p. 19). The programs 

and activities that constitute professional development in independent schools reflect 

this perception and are evident from the works of Barter (1984, pp. 40-41), Dey (1980, 

pp. 39-40), Kane (1985b, pp. 21-24), and Kemerer (1980, p. 20). Provisions by 

independent schools include workshops, lectures, release time, and in-service topics 

related to work interests which are presented by experts who exemplify good teaching 

techniques. Teachers who are afforded the opportunity to attend regional and national 

conferences are provided the benefits of exchanging ideas with teachers from other 

schools, including interschool and foreign teacher exchanges. The beginning teacher is 

provided mentorship programs, and master teachers are provided release time to 

coach new teachers. Cafeteria benefit provisions include assisting teachers with 

personal financial planning, loans for investments, and faculty housing allowances. 

Some schools offer a faculty cultural fund which provides tickets for drama, music, and 
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sports events. Such activities, which are not directly related to teaching techniques, 

focus on the development of a more mature, autonomous, and educated individual 

(Heath, 1986, p. 13). 

Dillon-Peterson (1986) describes development as a self-directed process, 

devoid of a heavily bureaucratic system that encourages conformity and instead 

fosters individualization and differentiation (p. 32). Such an ideology was reflected in 

the presentations of the ISAS conference in Dallas, Texas, in March 1986. The 

emphasis was on the direction of the teacher as scholar and educator. 

First-year or beginning teachers in independent schools should have a 

separate evaluation and development program. Greeley (1967) recommends that 

guidelines should be established for the handling of new teachers in independent 

schools (p. 27). The first-year teacher is given serious consideration. Macaluso and 

Scoble (1985) explain this consideration: 

The ideal first year combines practice of a craft spurred by passionate enthusiasm 
with the protection and guidance of informed, experienced administrators. A first 
year that offers autonomous, part-time responsibility and time for reflection and 
analysis—both intended for developing a professional language and identity—is 
essential, (p. 9) 

The ISAS caters to beginning teachers in its member schools by organizing an 

annual Teacher Institute, which is usually held in October. Teachers of the 

Connecticut Association of Independent Schools describe this as a valuable 

experience for a number of young teachers (Bower, 1981, p. 21). As Macaluso and 

Scoble also explain, planned first-year programs' aims include (a) the resolution of 

problems inherent in college education programs, including a detachment of theory 

from practice, and (b) providing a time to analyze the organized administrative support 

for new teachers that is often missing from full-time first-year assignments (p. 9). 
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The master teacher program is associated with independent schools. Although 

the concept of the independent school master teacher is not clearly defined, the 

descriptions and recommendations from the literature reflect a "more-than" approach, 

which has a more formative outcome than the "better-than" approach. 

Another proposed developmental activity that can help teachers to benefit from 

each other by observing teaching techniques and classroom management firsthand is 

the provision for visits to other schools. This provision is contingent upon the budget. 

The inclusion of school visitation cannot be done well unless substitute teachers are 

available, which necessitates the budgeting for such provision. Wilson (1979) 

advises the chief administrators of independent schools: 

A visible and sizable amount of money must be in the budget, not only for 
assistance in course work, workshops and other programs, but for substitute 
teachers so that the teachers in your school can have released time when 
appropriate and needed, (p. 20) 

On-Site Visitation 

A search of the literature did not reveal much research which included on-site 

visitation to verify or explore a specific issue such as teachers' perceptions of an 

evaluation process. Two studies of independent schools, however, included school 

visitation. As part of a national study of teacher evaluation in independent schools, 

Cookson (1980) gathered data during on-site visitation. An interview guide was used 

to gather data on the administrators' perceptions of how teachers were evaluated, and 

how well their evaluation systems worked, and a questionnaire was used to gather 

data from the teachers. 

In a later study using a similar approach Powell, Farrar and Cohen (1985) 

surveyed high schools, including a subset of rarely-studied independent schools, to 

gather data for the book The Shopping Mall High School. The data were presented as 
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a thematic, rather than case-by-case approach in reporting the results of a study 

which explored the reasons why parents, teachers and students were satisfied with 

the state of high school education. The research design required the selection of 

schools based on established criteria, and on-site visitation which included classroom 

observation, tape recorded interviews, and the compilation of field notes. 

Summary 

Independent schools, a subset of private or nonpublic schools, have a 

constitutional right to exist with minimal state control. This gives chief administrators 

the latitude to develop and implement programs for the individual schools. Teachers 

are considered crucial to the schools' success, which is determined by the academic 

achievement of students and is ensured by a competent faculty. The need for 

personnel resource management to enhance quality control requires continuous 

professional development of teachers which is based on evaluations to identify their 

needs as teachers. Although independent schools have resisted evaluation in the 

past, evaluation and professional development have now become major concerns for 

administrators of independent schools. The evaluation procedures in independent 

schools of the southwest currently do not appear to represent a common prescribed 

process for member schools; instead, they are differentiated and shaped by the 

attitudes of the administrator, the school's philosophy, or minor statements and views 

of teaching. In order to investigate present practices, a research design must be 

flexible enough to permit the use of known aspects of schools to serve as a base for 

data collection, and to develop and expand the responses from the field. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

This study, using survey methodology and analysis of data collected during on-

site visitations, was designed to yield data for analysis of evaluation processes in 

independent schools of the southwest in order to select schools for on-site visitations. 

Howe (1985) justifies the combination of both quantitative and qualitative research 

approaches as an acceptable research method (p. 10). Powell, Farrar and Cohen 

(1985) used this method to survey schools in order to establish criteria to select 

schools for field-based research which included tape recorded interviews during on-

site visitations (pp. 325-332). For the purpose of this study, the survey method was 

used to obtain information on the evaluation and professional development programs 

that exist in the schools. On-site interviews were used to find out the teachers' 

perceptions of the development and implementation of teacher evaluation processes 

and professional development programs in selected schools. 

The ethnographic approach, which links the goal of inquiry to the field-study 

method, contributes to reality control (Dorr-Breme, 1985, p. 65). This approach uses 

the natural setting as the source of data, is descriptive, and is concerned primarily 

with process rather than product (Howe, 1985, p. 10). 

It was important that the exploratory survey be conducted to provide data 

concerning processes of teacher evaluation and professional development in 

independent schools prior to undertaking the field study because it was not evident 

from the literature that evaluation programs actually existed in all schools. Thus, it 
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could not be assumed that a sampling of schools would yield schools with programs 

worthy of further investigation. Also, collection of the survey data was necessary to 

give an insight into independent school functioning in order to determine the feasibility 

and the method of collection of data for the on-site visitation. As Borg and Gall 

(1983) advise, it is crucial to know the present status before embarking on a new 

course of action (p. 193). This study was undertaken without prior research to guide 

the research design on the subset of schools used in the study. 

Because of differences in philosophy, goals, and programs of independent 

schools, collection of firsthand information was necessary. However, without the 

assurance of the collection of comparative data, an unstructured interview guide, 

rather than a structured interview was devised so that the interviews could be 

conducted during visits to the schools. 

The rationale for the procedure developed is found in Bogdan and Biklen's 

(1982) book Qualitative Research for Education: An Introduction to Theory and 

Method, in which the authors describe the merit of the qualitative interview: 

« 

Even when an interview guide is employed, qualitative interviews offer the 
interviewer considerable latitude to pursue a range of topics and offer the subject a 
chance to shape the content of the interview. When the interviewer controls the 
content too rigidly, when the subject cannot tell his or her story personally, in his 
or her own words, the interview falls out of the qualitative range of interviewing, 
(p. 136) 

It was necessary to gather information on the development of a school's 

evaluation program beyond the scope of a structured interview. Bogdan and Biklen 

(1982) suggest that interviews not only offer the interviewer considerable latitude if 

used as the dominant data collection strategy, but that the shared understandings of 

the subjects can be used for sorting data, and the data may be combined with 

document analysis (p. 145). 
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Internal documents such as evaluation forms or faculty handbooks, or external 

documents such as school newsletters or promotional catalogs, offer potential insight 

into the values of the organization. Such insights constitute data. Bogdan and Biklen 

(1982) describe qualitative data as materials the researcher actively records, including 

interview transcripts, field notes, and documents. They recommend the use of field 

notes to supplement taped interviews (pp. 73-74). 

The reporting of an on-site visitation is not merely an account of findings, but 

rather, according to Bogdan and Biklen's (1982) explanation, a written account of what 

the researcher heard, saw, experienced, and thought in the course of collecting and 

reflecting on the data (p. 74). The acceptability of the use of references from the 

school literature for clarification has previously been established. 

Bogdan and Biklen (1982) report that analysis of quantitative data did not 

receive much attention in the works researched for their text (p. 145), but they do not 

recommend a specific format. A researcher does not have to prove ideas in order to 

state them. However; a written report of a study is considered to be a translation and 

should provide evidence to illustrate and substantiate the assertions that are made. 

The data collected on-site, therefore, reflect the writer's point of view with interpretive 

analysis and explanations. 

Population 

The senior administrators in the 45 member schools of the Independent 

Schools Association of the Southwest were the target population for the survey. 

Table 2 shows the geographic locations of these 45 schools and the number of schools 

located in each state (see Appendix A for a listing of the 1986-87 members of the 

Independent Schools Association of the Southwest). 
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Table 2 

Location bv State of the Independent Schools of the Southwest 

State Number of Schools 

Kansas 1 

Louisiana 12 

New Mexico 5 

Oklahoma 4 

Texas 23 

Total 45 

Note: A listing of individual schools in each state appears in Appendix A. 

Development of the Survey Instrument 

A tentative survey questionnaire was designed to determine (a) what 

processes or instruments are used for teacher evaluation in the independent schools of 

the southwest, (b) whether evaluation data are used for summative or formative 

purposes, and (c) what types of professional development programs are provided by 

these schools. The instrument was administered to a sample of teachers in the on-

site visitation schools in order to determine the teachers' perceptions and knowledge 

of the implementation of the process. The items for this questionnaire were selected 

from (a) the components of the evaluation processes used in independent schools as 

reported in Ekdahl's 1979 Survey of Teacher Evaluation in Independent Schools of the 

Southwest and (b) practices evidenced through workshops and discussions at the 

1985 Conference of the ISAS in New Orleans, Louisiana, in March 1985 and the 1986 

conference of the ISAS in Dallas, Texas, in March 1986. 
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The survey questionnaire "A Survey of Teacher Evaluation and Professional 

Development in Independent Schools" (see Appendix B) was submitted to a panel of 

two members of the ISAS Teacher Evaluation Committee and two members of the 

ISAS Committee for Professional Development, who were asked to assess the 

instrument for item relevancy, clarity of instruction, and item description (see 

Appendix C). At least three of the panel members had to approve an item in order for 

it to be included in the final instrument. 

The questionnaire format was changed due to panel members' suggestions that 

more detailed focus be placed on participants, and that generic questions be added for 

the purpose of evaluating each participant. The survey questionnaire was revised and 

administered to a second panel comprised of a professor in the Department of 

Educational Administration at the University of North Texas, a chief administrator of 

an independent school, an administrator of a nonpublic school, an English professor, 

and two independent school teachers. They were asked to comment on the format, the 

time necessary for the completion of the instrument, and the number of written 

comments that might be required. No further revisions were necessary in the survey 

questionnaire. 

Collection of Data 

Survey Instrument 

Data were collected from independent school administrators of the southwest. 

The survey questionnaire "A Survey of Teacher Evaluation and Professional 

Development in Independent Schools" was administered during a meeting for senior 

administrators which was held in November 1986, in Austin, Texas. Thirty-six 

(80.0%) of the 45 heads of schools attended the meeting. Thirty-two (88.9%) 
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completed questionnaires were returned, 2 questionnaires were not completed and 2 

were not returned. This resulted in a return of 88.9% by chief administrators attending 

the meeting. A telephone call was made to each of the 9 absent members, who were 

informed that the questionnaire was being mailed and were requested to complete and 

return it. Three questionnaires were completed and returned, and 2 were returned 

incomplete. Overall, the return rate of completed questionnaires was 35 of a possible 

45, or 77.8%. A second mailing resulted in the return of 3 additional questionnaires, 

increasing the rate of return to 38 of a possible 45, or 84.4%. Table 3 illustrates the 

distribution and return of the questionnaires by state. 

Teacher Evaluation Instruments 

A letter to chief administrators of the independent schools, requesting a copy of 

the evaluation instrument used in their school, resulted in 30 instruments and 

descriptions of evaluation procedures. The programs described were very diversified 

in relation to type of instrument, purpose and procedure, and outcome. The 

descriptions were categorized as very informal, informal, formal, or very formal, and 

were summarized for inclusion in Chapter 4. 

On-Site Visitation 

After analysis of the administrators' responses and their comments on the 

survey questionnaire and the instruments submitted, the schools for on-site visitation 

were chosen based on the following components evidenced by the responses of the 

chief administrator to the survey questionnaire and substantiated by the instruments 

submitted by the school. 

Pre-observation conference. The evaluator and teacher met prior to an 

evaluation to discuss the details and criteria of the evaluation process. 
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State No. of Schools 
Sample 

Complete 
Returned 

Incomplete 
Not 

Returned 

N % N % N % 

Kansas 1 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Louisiana 12 10 83.3 0 0.0 2 16.7 

New Mexico 5 5 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Oklahoma 4 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Texas 23. 18 78.3 2 8.7 3 13.0 

Total 45 38 84.4 2 4.4 5 11.1 

Evaluation of the teacher. The evaluator conducted classroom observations of 

the teacher, using either an instrument or written procedures. 

Post-evaluation conference. The evaluator and the teacher met after the 

evaluation to discuss the teacher's performance, to identify strengths and 

weaknesses, and to establish a strategy for improvement, if required. 

Written or oral report to the teacher. The teacher received a report of the 

results of the evaluation. The results were (a) formative, (b) summative, or (c) both. 

Professional development program. The evaluation process included written 

recommendations by the evaluator for further development of the teacher, and also 

listed activities to be provided by the school and/or pursued by the teacher. 
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Individual teacher development. The teacher development program was based 

on data from the evaluation and was (a) continuous, (b) written in a plan for 

improvement, or (c) both. 

School Visitation 

Selection Process 

An initial sample of seven schools wais chosen for on-site visitations. The 

responses of administrators from these schools to items on the survey instrument 

revealed the use of formative evaluation of teachers, and the existence of a 

professional development program which was based on the evaluation data. 

Each chief administrator of the seven schools selected was contacted by 

telephone. One school was in the process of changing its evaluative procedure; 

meetings were in progress, and school leaders were attending workshops concerning 

evaluation. The process for evaluation at another school was developed and 

circulated, but was not implemented. These two schools were rejected, resulting in 

five schools for on-site visitations which had evaluation processes implemented and 

not under revision at the time of the study. 

Characteristics of Schools Selected for On-Site Visitation 

School 1 was an inner city, college preparatory nondenominational girls' school 

in Louisiana, with an enrollment of 403 upper-middle- and upper-class students in 

preschool through twelfth grade. 

School 2 was a suburban, college preparatory, nondenominational 

coeducational school in New Mexico, with an enrollment of 808 upper-middle- and 

upper-class students in sixth through twelfth grades. 
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School 3 was a suburban, college preparatory, denominational coeducational 

school in Texas, with an enrollment of 310 middle- and upper-class students in 

preschool through sixth grade. 

School 4 was a suburban, college preparatory, nondenominational boy's school 

in Texas, with an enrollment of 741 middle- and upper-class students in first through 

twelfth grades. 

School 5 was a suburban, college preparatory, nondenominational 

coeducational school in Texas, with an enrollment of 1,120 middle- and upper-class 

students in kindergarten through twelfth grade. 

These five schools selected for on-site visitations were considered 

representative of independent schools of the Southwest. No boarding schools were 

included. The administrators of these five schools granted permission for teachers to 

be selected to complete the survey instrument and for administrator and teacher 

interviews to be conducted during school visits. 

Selection of Subjects 

Each school was requested to identify one administrator to be interviewed who 

was most directly involved and familiar with the evaluation process. The interview 

with the administrator was designed to ascertain how the school's teacher evaluation 

process was developed, the influence of research and practices conducted in other 

schools, and whether the evaluation was an established procedure or was undergoing 

revision (see Appendix D). 

Ten teachers from each school were selected to be interviewed. A letter was 

sent to the chief school administrator explaining the procedure for selecting the 

teacher participants and describing the purpose and nature of the research. Copies of 
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the questionnaire, with a cover letter to the teacher participants explaining the 

research project, were mailed to each school a week prior to the scheduled visit. All 

chief administrators agreed to distribute questionnaires alphabetically to every tenth 

teacher on the faculty and to schedule interviews with the teachers at 30-minute 

intervals. 

Data from returned questionnaires and percentages of responses are presented 

in Tables 4 through 17. The interviews were designed to determine teachers' 

perceptions of the implementation of their schools' programs (see Appendix D). An 

examination of faculty handbooks and other pertinent records established consistency 

of teachers' perceptions of the evaluation process with written descriptions of the 

process. The materials also substantiated teachers' perceptions and comments from 

the interviews. Data and quotations were noted to emphasize administrator and 

teacher responses to the interview questions. 

On-Site Data Collection 

On-site data collection was conducted, using semi-structured interview 

techniques and schedules (Appendix D, pp. 163-165). This method produced 

comparable data across subjects, but also allowed for open-ended responses that 

were flexible enough to note and collect data on unexpected dimensions (Bogdan & 

Biklen, 1982, p. 71). In a study without a comprehensive awareness of organization, 

functioning programs, and practices of the individual independent schools, it was 

anticipated that relevant data would be gathered from information volunteered by the 

respondents and follow-up questions. 

All questions and answers were tape-recorded. The schools' faculty 

handbooks, policy statements, and completed evaluation forms were reviewed to 



52 

substantiate the responses of the teachers. Responses were coded and transferred to 

a coding instrument devised for the purpose of this study (see Appendix E). 

Analysis of Data 

The data are presented in tables, followed by an explanation of responses. A 

summary follows the presentation of data for each section of the questionnaire. The 

evaluation instruments collected are classified as very informal, informal, formal, or 

very formal. The on-site visitation for each of the five schools is described in narrative 

form. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF DATA 

This chapter presents the findings of the study. The data are organized 

according to the format of the survey instrument, and are presented under three major 

headings which relate to the purposes of the study: (a) Teacher Evaluation Processes 

in Independent Schools Association of the Southwest (IS AS) Schools in 1986-87; 

(b) Professional Development Programs Provided for Teachers in IS AS Schools in 

1986-87; and (c) Teachers' Perceptions of Evaluation Processes and Professional 

Development Programs in Five Selected Schools. 

Teacher Evaluation Processes in ISAS Schools in 1986-87 

The data presented in this section include Parts 1 through 3, the reporting of 

the chief administrators' responses to Section A of the survey instrument, and Part 4, 

the classification of evaluation instruments in use in the schools. 

Part 1: School Policy Concerning the Teacher Evaluation Process 

This section presents an analysis of data on school policy concerning teacher 

evaluation processes for 38 of the 45 ISAS member schools as reported by the chief 

administrators who responded to the survey. Due to the diversity of the responses 

and the additional comments volunteered by respondents, a question-by-question 

analysis of "yes" and "no" responses is presented by percentages, computed to one 

decimal place. 

The data for questions 1 through 5 are presented in Table 4. Clarifications 

volunteered by the chief administrators follow the table. 
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Table 4 

Policy Provisions for Informing Independent School Teachers about the Evaluation 

Process 

N=38 

Questions 

Yes No 

N % N % 

1. Does your school have a teacher 
evaluation policy? 34 89.5 4 10.5 

2. Does the policy provide a requirement 
for teachers to be informed of the 
purpose of the evaluation process? 24 63.2 14 36.8 

3. Does the faculty handbook provide 
details of the steps involved in the 
teacher evaluation process? 20 52.6 18 47.4 

4. Does the faculty handbook provide 
specific criteria on which the teacher 
will be evaluated? 14 36.8 24 63.2 

5. Does your school policy provide a 
requirement for administrators to 
explain the evaluation process to the 
teachers? 16 42.1 22 57.9 

Of the 38 schools, 89.5% (34/38) had a teacher evaluation policy, and 10.5% 

(4/38) did not. One school without a policy reported that it was in the process of 

developing such a policy with the faculty and the trustee committee. 

School policy provided a requirement for teachers to be informed of the purpose 

of the evaluation process in 63.2% (24/38), but not in 36.8% (14/38) of the schools. As 
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a follow-up to this question, administrators who gave a positive response were asked 

to indicate how teachers are informed of the purpose of the evaluation process. Of the 

24 senior administrators who reported the existence of such a policy, 91.7% (22/24) 

specified the method of informing teachers of the purpose of evaluation. Of the 22 

schools, 50.0% (11/22) included the information in the faculty handbook, 18.2% (4/22) 

informed the teachers verbally during a meeting between the senior administrator and 

the teacher, 18.2% (4/22) stated that teachers were informed by reading the 

instructions included in the instruments, and 13.6% (3/22) informed the teachers by 

discussing the instruments and the purpose of teacher evaluation at faculty meetings. 

In 52.6% (20/38) schools the faculty handbook provided details of the steps 

involved in the teacher evaluation process, but not in 47.4% (18/38) schools. As a 

follow-up to this question, administrators who gave a negative response were asked 

to specify how teachers were informed of the steps involved in the teacher evaluation 

process. Of the 18 chief administrators who reported that the handbook did not 

include information about the steps involved in the evaluation process, 61.1% (11/18) 

specified how the teachers were actually informed. This information was verbal in 

54.5% (6/11) schools, was provided in a typed summary in 27.3% (3/11) schools, and 

teachers were informed by reading the instrument in 18.2% (2/11) schools. 

The faculty handbook provided specific criteria on which teachers are evaluated 

in 36.8% (14/38) schools, but not in 63.2% (24/38) schools. As a follow-up to this 

question, administrators who gave a negative response were asked to specify how 

teachers were informed of the criteria for teacher evaluation. Of the 24 chief 

administrators who responded that evaluation criteria were not specified in the faculty 

handbook, 66.7% (16/24) of the administrators stated the method used to inform 

teachers of the specific criteria on which they are evaluated. In 50.0% (8/16) of the 
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schools, teachers were informed by reading the instructions included in the 

instruments, 31.2% (5/16) were provided with a typed summary or a separate 

brochure, and 18.8% (3/16) were informed verbally during a meeting between the 

senior administrator and the teacher. One respondent indicated that teachers were 

informed of the criteria "by [the teachers] helping to develop them [the instruments] 

and reviewing them." 

School policy provided a requirement for administrators to explain the 

evaluation process to teachers in 42.1% (16/38) of the schools, but not in 57.9% 

(22/38) schools. As a follow-up to this question, administrators who gave a positive 

response were asked to explain whether the explanation was oral or written. Of the 

16 chief administrators who responded that they were required to explain the 

evaluation process to teachers, 56.2% (9/16) provided an oral explanation, 31.2% 

(5/16) provided both an oral and written explanation, and 12.5% (2/16) provided a 

written explanation. 

Part 2: Components of the Teacher Evaluation Process 

The data in this section are presented in order to show (a) who evaluates, or 

the personnel required to conduct evaluations; (b) where the evaluation is conducted, 

or the levels of classes at which teachers are evaluated; (c) when evaluation is 

conducted, or the time or times during the school year when teachers are evaluated; 

and (d) how evaluation is conducted. These data are presented in Tables 5 through 12 

which show percentages of "yes" and "no" responses. 

Table 5 shows that chief administrators reported the evaluation of teachers by 

the chief administrator was a formal requirement in 60.5% (23/38) of the schools, by 

the division head in 47.4% (18/38) of the schools, by the department head in 47.4% 
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Table 5 

Responses to the Question: Does vour school have a formal requirement that 
teachers be evaluated bv the Chief Administrator. Head of the Division. Head of the 
Department. Peers. Self. Students, and Parents? 

Yes No 

N % N % 

Head of School 23 60.5 15 39.5 

Head of Division 18 47.4 20 52.6 

Head of Department 18 47.4 20 52.6 

Peers 9 26.7 29 76.3 

Self 21 55.3 17 44.7 

Students 10 26.3 28 73.7 

Parents 0 0.0 28 100.0 

(18/38) of the schools, by peers in 23.7% (9/38) of the schools, by self in 55.3% 

(21/38) of the schools, and by students in 26.3% (10/38) of the schools. One 

respondent indicated that, although it was not a formal requirement for students in 

that school to evaluate teachers, it was required that high school courses be evaluated 

by students. 

Comments volunteered by three of the respondents indicated that, although 

evaluation was not a formal requirement, it was "just my policy," "certainly 

understood," and "done anyway." In addition to the personnel listed on the 

instrument, schools reported evaluation by the assistant chief administrator (1), by 
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the director of studies (1), by grade leaders (1), and by the unit leader (1). For the 

purpose of analysis, data for the assistant administrator are included with those for 

the chief administrator. Data for the director of studies, and the grade leaders, and 

unit leader are included with those for the department head. The tabulation of the 

combination of personnel conducting evaluations in each school is presented in 

Table 6. 

Table 6 shows that six schools had only one evaluator of teachers, seven 

schools had two different evaluators of teachers, nine schools had three different 

evaluators of teachers, five schools had four different evaluators of teachers, four 

schools had five different evaluators of teachers, and two schools had six different 

evaluators of teachers. 

Table 7 shows senior administrators' reports of evaluators at the levels of their 

schools. In 80.0% (16/20) of the lower schools with preschools, 80.0% (8/10) of the 

lower schools without preschools, 69.7% (23/33) of the middle schools, and 64.4% 

(16/25) of the upper schools the evaluation was conducted by the chief administrator. 

Division heads conducted teacher evaluations in 60.0% (12/20) of the lower schools 

with preschools, 40.0% (4/10) of the lower schools without preschools, 63.6% (21/33) 

of the middle schools, and 72.0% (18/25) of the upper schools. Department heads 

conducted evaluation in 20.0% (4/20) of the lower schools with preschools, 20.0% 

(2/10) of the lower schools without preschools, 42.4% (14/33) of the middle schools, 

and 56.0% (14/25) of the upper schools. 

Peer evaluations were conducted in 25.0% (5/20) of the lower schools with 

preschools, 10.0% (1/10) of the lower schools without preschools, 24.2% (8/33) of the 

middle schools, and 32.0% (8/25) of the upper schools. Self-evaluation was conducted 

in 50.0% (10/20) of the lower schools with preschools, 40.0% (4/10) of the lower 
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Table 6 

Evaluators of Teachers in the Independent Schools of the Southwest in which 
Evaluation is a Formal Requirement 

No. of No. of 
Evaluators H. S. H. Div. H. Dept. Peers Self St. Schools Total 

1 • 3 
• 2 

• 1 6 

2 • • 2 
• • 2 
• • 2 

• • 1 7 

3 • • • 2 
• • • 1 

• • • 3 
• • • 1 

• • • 1 
• • • 1 9 

4 • • • • 2 
• • • • 1 

• • • • 1 
• • • • 1 5 

5 • • • • • 1 
• • • • • 2 

• • • • • 1 4 

6 • • • • • • 2 2 

Total 23 18 18 9 21 10 33 

H. S. = Head of School, H. Dept. = Head of Department, H. Div. = Head of Division, 
St. = Students 
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Table 7 

Responses tn the Question: At what levels of the school are teachers evaluated? 

School Divisions 

Lower School 
Including Lower Middle Upper 
Preschool School School School 

Evaluators (N=20) (N=10) (N=33) (N=25) 

Y N Y N Y N Y N 

Head of N 16 4 8 2 23 10 16 9 
School % 80.0 20.0 80.0 20.0 69.7 30.3 64.0 36.0 

Head of N 12 8 4 6 21 12 18 7 
Division % 60.0 40.0 40.0 60.0 63.6 36.4 72.0 28.0 

Head of N 4 16 2 8 14 19 14 11 
Depart. % 20.0 80.0 20.0 80.0 42.4 57.6 56.0 44.0 

Peers N 
% 

5 15 1 9 8 25 8 17 N 
% 25.0 75.0 10.0 90.0 24.2 75.8 32.0 68.0 

Self N 10 10 4 6 16 17 13 12 
% 50.0 50.0 40.0 60.0 48.5 51.5 52.0 48.0 

Students N 0 20 1 9 6 27 10 15 
% 0.0 100.0 10.0 90.0 18.1 81.9 40.0 60.0 

Parents N 0 20 0 10 0 33 0 25 
% 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.00 100.0 0.0 100.0 

schools without preschools, 48.5% (16/33) of the middle schools, and 52.0% (13/25) of 

the upper schools. Student evaluation was conducted in 10.0% (1/10) of the lower 

schools without preschools, 18.1% (6/33) of the middle schools, and 40.0% (10/25) of 

the upper schools. 
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Respondents commented voluntarily that in smaller schools where there were 

no division or department heads, the senior administrator conducted all the 

evaluations. 

Table 8 shows chief administrators' reports as to when teachers were 

evaluated. Of the 23 chief administrators who evaluated teachers, 13.0% (3/23) 

evaluated in the fall, 8.7% (2/23) evaluated in the spring, 60.9% (14/23) evaluated in 

both fall and spring, and 17.4% (4/23) evaluated throughout the year. Of the 18 

schools that had evaluations by the division heads, 16.7% (3/18) evaluated in the fall, 

11.1% (2/18) evaluated in the spring, and 61.1% (11/18) evaluated in both fall and 

spring. Of the 9 schools reporting peer evaluations, 11.1% (1/9) evaluated in the fall, 

11.1% (1/9) evaluated in the spring, and 44.4% (4/9) evaluated in both fall and spring. 

Of the 21 schools that utilized self-evaluation, 9.5% (2/21) evaluated in the fall, 19.1% 

(4/21) evaluated in the spring, and 47.6% (10/21) evaluated in both fall and spring. In 

the 10 schools using student evaluation, 20.0% (2/10) evaluated in the fall, 40.0% 

(4/10) evaluated in the spring, and 40.0% (4/10) evaluated in both fall and spring. 

Parents did not participate in the evaluation of teachers. 

Table 9 shows chief administrators' reports as to the use of evaluation 

instruments. Of the 23 schools that required evaluation of teachers by the chief 

administrator, Table 9 shows that 87.0% (20/23) used evaluation instruments. Of the 

18 schools which required evaluation by the division head, 94.4% (17/18) used an 

instrument. Of the 18 schools which required evaluation by the department head, 

83.3% (15/18) used an instrument. Of the 9 schools which required peer evaluation, 

77.8% (7/9) used an instrument. Of the 21 schools which required self-evaluation, 

85.7% (18/21) used an instrument. Of the 10 schools which required student 

evaluation of teachers, 70.0% (7/10) used an instrument. 
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Table 8 

Responses to the Question: When are teachers evaluated: (a) fall, (b) spring, (c) fall 
and spring? 

Evaluators 
Fall Spiring 

Fall 
and Spring 

Varies 
Occasionally 
Throughout 

the Year 

Y N Y N Y N 

Head of N 3 20 2 21 14 9 4 
School % 13.0 87.0 8.7 91.3 60.9 39.1 17.4 
(N=23) 

Head of N 3 15 2 16 11 7 2 
Division % 16.7 83.3 11.1 88.9 61.1 38.9 11.1 
(N=18) 

Head of N 3 15 2 16 9 9 4 
Depart. % 16.7 83.3 11.1 88.9 50.0 50.0 22.2 
(N=18) 

Peers N 1 8 1 8 4 5 3 
(N=9) % 11.1 88.9 11.1 88.9 44.4 55.6 33.3 

Self N 2 19 4 15 10 11 5 
(N=21) % 9.5 90.5 19.1 80.5 47.6 52.4 23.8 

Students N 2 8 4 6 4 6 0 
(N=10) % 20.0 80.0 40.0 60.0 40.0 60.0 0.00 

Parents N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(N=0) % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Table 10 shows the number of chief administrators who reported the use of a 

preevaluation conference. A preevaluation conference was held by 47.8% (11/23) of 

the chief administrators, by 66.7% (12/18) of the division heads, by 66.7% (12/18) of 
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Table 9 

Responses to the Question: Is a written evaluation instrument used by the school to 
evaluate teachers? 

Evaluated by Yes No 
N % N % 

Head of School (N=23) 20 87.0 3 13.0 

Head of Division (N=18) 17 94.4 1 5.6 

Head of Department (N=18) 15 83.3 3 16.7 

Peers (N=9) 7 77.8 2 22.2 

Self (N=21) 21 55.3 17 44.7 

Students (N=10) 7 70.0 3 30.0 

Parents (N=0) 0 0.0 0 0.0 

the department heads, by 66.7% (6/9) of the peers, before self-evaluation in 33.3% 

(7/21) cases, and before student evaluations in 30.0% (3/10) cases. 

Table 11 shows the frequency of teacher goal setting as a component of the 

evaluation process. Evaluation of teachers on the achievement of teacher-made goals 

and objectives was reported by 56.5% (13/23) of the chief administrators, by 72.2% 

(13/18) of the division heads, by 77.8% (14/18) of the department heads, by 77.8% 

(7/9) of the peers, by 61.9% (13/21) of the teachers who conducted self-evaluation, 

and in 40.0% (4/10) of student evaluations. 

Table 12 shows the number of chief administrators who reported that student 

achievement was a consideration for teacher evaluation. Student achievement was a 
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Table 10 

Responses to the Question: Does a discussion with the teacher precede an 
evaluation? 

Yes No 

N % N % 

Head of School (N=23) 11 47.8 12 52.2 

Head of Division (N=18) 12 66.7 6 33.3 

Head of Department (N=18) 12 66.7 6 33.3 

Peers (N=9) 6 66.7 3 33.3 

Self 0i=21) 7 33.3 14 66.7 

Students (N=10) 3 30.0 7 70.0 

Parents (N=0) 0 0.0 0 0.0 

consideration for teacher evaluation by 47.8% (11/23) of the heads of schools, by 

44.8% (8/18) of the division heads, by 33.3% (6/18) of the department heads, by 22.2% 

(2/9) of the peers, in 38.1% (8/21) of the self-evaluations, and in 30.0% (3/10) of the 

student evaluations. 

Comments volunteered by respondents indicated that student achievement 

was an "overall evaluation of students, not academic"; that achievement was "based 

on student potential"; and that achievement was "not to be misunderstood, as high 

achievement test scores did not yield a high [teacher] rating." In one school, "lower 

student achievement scores are identified, watched, and if consistently low, then 

become part of the teacher's evaluation." 
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Table 11 

Responses to the Question: Is the teacher evaluated according to the teacher's own 
goals and objectives? 

Evaluated by Yes No 

N % N % 

Head of School (N=23) 13 56.5 10 43.5 

Head of Division (N=18) 13 72.2 5 27.8 

Head of Department (N=18) 14 77.8 4 22.2 

Peers (N=9) 7 77.8 2 22.2 

Self (M=21) 13 61.9 8 38.1 

Students (N=10) 4 40.0 6 60.0 

Parents (N=0) 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Table 13 shows the frequency with which chief administrators report the 

occurrence of post-evaluation conferences. Post-evaluation conferences were held by 

82.6% (19/23) of the chief administrators, by 83.3% (15/18) of the division heads, by 

94.4% (17/18) of the department heads, between the peer evaluator and the teacher in 

77.8% (7/9) schools, after 42.9% (9/21) of the self-evaluations, and after 30.0% (3/10) 

of the student evaluations of teachers. 

Table 14 shows the frequency of development of teacher improvement plans as 

an outcome of the evaluation process, as reported by chief administrators. It was 

reported that a teacher improvement plan resulted from the evaluation of teachers by 

73.9% (17/23) of the chief administrators, by 83.3% (15/18) of the division heads, by 
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Table 12 

Responses to the Question: Is student achievement used as one of the criteria for 
teacher evaluation? 

Evaluated by Yes No 
N % N % 

Head of School (N=23) 11 47.8 12 52.2 

Head of Division (N=18) 8 44.8 10 55.6 

Head of Department (N=18) 6 33.3 12 66.7 

Peers (N=9) 2 22.2 7 77.8 

Self (N=21) 8 38.1 13 61.9 

Students (N=10) 3 30.0 7 70.0 

Parents (N=0) 0 0.0 0 0.0 

83.3% (15/18) of the department heads, by 55.6% (5/9) of the peers, by 42.9% (9/21) of 

the teachers after self-evaluation, and after 30.0% (3/10) of the student evaluations. 

Comments Bv Respondents 

The instrument, allowed respondents to comment after each question. The 

comments received were from respondents who replied "No" to the specific question. 

The following comments are listed in no order of priority: 

[Evaluation is conducted] only after second and subsequent years. 

[An improvement plan is] sometimes necessary, usually not a whole plan. 

Teacher improvement plan is developed very intermittently and usually only in the 
case of new teachers or teachers with serious problems. 
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Table 13 

Responses to the Question: Does a discussion with the teacher follow an evaluation? 

Yes No 

N % N % 

Head of School (N=23) 19 82.6 4 17.4 

Head of Division (N=18) 15 83.3 3 16.7 

Head of Department (N=18) 17 94.4 1 5.6 

Peers (N=9) 7 77.8 2 22.2 

Self (N=21) 9 42.9 12 57.1 

Students (N=10) 3 30.0 7 70.0 

Parents (N=0) 0 0.0 0 0.0 

[A teacher improvement plan is developed] sometimes. 

[A teacher improvement plan is] not written or formal. 

We have just formed a faculty committee led by the Dean of Faculty, to develop a 
formal system of teacher evaluation. It will begin in January, 1987. 

PTeacher evaluation is conducted] through goal-setting competencies in 
September. 

A blank page was also provided on the instrument with the instruction, "If 

other teacher evaluation procedures are in effect in your school, please describe." 

Responses were received from 28.9% (11/38) of the schools. Three schools reported 

that their procedure was currently under review. The following responses were 

received. 
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Table 14 

Responses to the Question: Is a teacher improvement plan developed as a result of 
an evaluation? 

Yes No 

N % N % 

Head of School (N=23) 17 73.9 6 26.1 

Head of Division (N=18) 15 83.3 3 16.7 

Head of Department (N=18) 15 83.3 3 16.7 

Peers (N=9) 5 55.6 4 44.4 

Self (N=21) 9 42.9 12 57.1 

Students (N=10) 3 30.0 7 70.0 

Parents (N=0) 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Informal evaluation as a result of informal observations are [sic] frequent. Often 
this occurs when we are trying to resolve a problem the teacher is experiencing— 
small or large. 

Instrument provides for pre-observation, planning, etc. 

No plan other than evaluation through administrator, self-evaluation and student 
evaluation. 

A position, "Instructional Coordinator," exists at the school. The IC is responsible 
for visiting all teachers and making those observations requested by the teacher 
visited. Such things as verbal flow and classroom movement might be the targets 
for a particular visit by the IC. The fiinction of this person is not evaluation, but 
instructional improvement and teacher support. We are in the second year of this 
program and are pleased with it. 

We have used peer visitation in the past and required it. This seemed to be more 
of a chore than a learning experience, and after 5 years of requiring it I have 
abandoned it as a bad idea even though it sounds wonderful. 
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[Teacher evaluation is by] Informal class visits. 

The school evaluates its faculty yearly through visits of its faculty by (a) chief 
administrator and (b) department heads. Insights gained through these visits are 
communicated personally by the headmaster and/or department head to the 
individual visited. This communication is thorough yet informal. Areas of concern, 
innovative practices, or methods are shared at faculty meetings and in-service 
programs. Faculty members are encouraged to observe each other teaching and 
conducting classes. 

Informal and formal evaluation of frequency and quality of written communication to 
parents and community. Formal evaluation of participation in school community 
extracurricular activities. Attendance is part of evaluation, (a) September: Goal-
setting conferences between department heads, 2 members of his/her department, 
(b) September-January: Classroom visits, at least 3 per teacher, followed 
immediately by oral and written evaluation, (c) January: Annual evaluation 
conference between teacher and 2 department heads, written summary sent to 
Dean of Faculty, headmaster, as well as to the teacher. 

Certainly teachers are subject to the evaluation of their peers, but this does not 
influence the chief administrator's evaluation to any great extent. What peers and 
the teachers themselves deem important may not be the most important point from 
an administrator's point of view. 

The daily evaluation—or weekly—which comes as the result of a teacher's 
concern, a child's comment, or a parent's question is used constantly and is the 
most effective of all, in my opinion. "Why do you think Johnny has trouble only in 
your class?" "If you are right about losing your temper too frequently, let's begin to 
look at your class management style—perhaps it is not right for you," etc. 
Frequent observations and follow-up discussions are imperative. 

The plans that we propose to institute includes [sic] a self-evaluation followed by 
a peer evaluation by a committee consisting of department head, coordinator of 
evaluation program, and 1 or 2 peers. This evaluation will span the spectrum of a 
teacher's involvement at school. Such areas as advising, coaching, dormitory 
supervisions, etc. will be involved as well as classroom activities. 

Part 3: Purposes of Teacher Evaluation 

Tables 15 and 16 present data for each of the items categorized as summative 

and formative. The numbers and percentages are for schools which required 

evaluation by the personnel listed and incorporate data for the items specified. 
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Table 15 presents responses for Items a to j of Section A, Part 3, of the survey 

instrument. The table shows that teacher evaluations performed by the chief 

administrators (87.0% or 20/23), division heads (83.3% or 15/18), department heads 

(66.7% or 12/18), peers (66.7% or 6/9), and students (50.0% or 5/10) were used to 

determine teacher competency (Item a). Evaluations performed by chief 

administrators (31.1% or 9/23) and division heads (38.9% or 7/18) were used to 

determine if teachers should receive salary increments (Item b). Evaluations 

performed by chief administrators (78.3% or 18/23), division heads (66.7% or 12/18), 

and department heads (66.7% or 12/18) were used to determine if teachers should be 

dismissed (Item c). 

Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (60.9% or 14/23), division 

heads (61.1% or 11/18), and department heads (61.1% or 11/18) were used to 

determine if teachers should be promoted (Item d). Evaluations performed by the 

chief administrators (82.6% or 19/23), division heads (83.3% or 15/18), and 

department heads (77.8% or 14/18) were used to determine if teachers used approved 

classroom management skills (Item e). Evaluations performed by the chief 

administrators (69.6% or 16/23) and division heads (72.2% or 13/18) were used to 

determine if teachers' contracts should be renewed (Item f). 

Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (73.9% or 17/23), division 

heads (83.3% or 15/18), department heads (88.9% or 16/18) and peers (55.6% or 5/9) 

were used to determine if teachers were covering the required material (Item g). 

Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (78.3% or 18/23), division heads 

(88.9% or 16/18), department heads (83.3% or 15/28), peers (66.7% or 6/9), and 

students (50.0% or 5/10) were used to determine if teachers had a command of the 

subject matter (Item h). 
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Table 15 

Snmmat ive Purposes of Teacher Evaluation in Relation to Teacher Evaluators in the 
Independent Schools of the Southwest 

H. S. H. Div. H. Dept. Peers Self St. 
(N=23) (N=18) (N=18) (N=9) (N=21) (N=10) 

Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N 

Teacher H 20 3 15 3 12 6 6 3 8 13 5 5 
Competence % 87.0 13.0 83.3 16.7 66.7 33.3 66.7 33.3 38.1 61.9 50.0 50.0 

Salary N 9 14 7 11 6 12 2 7 3 18 1 9 
Increment % 39.1 60.9 38.9 61.1 33.3 66.7 22.2 77.8 14.3 85.7 10.0 90.0 

5 12 6 12 6 2 7 3 18 1 9 
•1.7 66.7 33.3 66.7 33.3 22.2 77.8 14.3 85.7 10.0 90.0 

9 11 7 11 7 3 6 7 14 1 9 
19.1 61.1 39.9 61.1 39.9 33.3 66.7 33.3 66.7 10.0 90.0 

4 15 3 14 4 4 5 7 14 5 5 
.7.4 83.3 16.7 77.8 22.2 44.4 55.6 33.3 66.7 50.0 50.0 

7 13 5 10 8 4 5 5 16 3 7 
!0.4 72.2 27.8 55.6 44.4 44.4 55.6 23.8 76.2 20.0 80.0. 

6 15 3 16 2 5 4 10 11 3 7 
16.1 83.3 16.7 88.9 11.1 55.6 44.4 47.6 52.4 30.0 70.0 

5 16 2 15 3 6 3 10 11 5 5 
11.7 88.9 11.1 83.3 16.7 66.7 33.3 47.6 52.4 50.0 50.0 

3 16 2 16 2 5 4 11 10 7 3 
13.0 88.9 11.1 88.9 11.1 55.6 44.4 52.4 47.6 70.0 30.0 

4 16 2 16 2 4 5 11 10 6 4 

H. S. = Head of School, H. Dept. = Head of Department, H. Div. = Head of Division, 
St. = Students 

Dismissal N 18 
% 78.3 

Promotion N 14 
% 60.9 

Classroom N 19 
Management % 82.6 

Contract N 16 
Renewal % 69.6 

Covering N 17 
Material % 73.9 

Command N 18 
of Subject % 78.3 

Plan, Organ-
ize Class N 20 
Presentations % 87.0 

Time N 19 
Management % 82.6 
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Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (87.0% or 20/23), division 

heads (88.9% (or 16/18), department heads (88.9% or 16/18), peers (55.6% or 5/9), 

teachers themselves (52.4% or 11/21), and students (70.0% or 7/10) were used to 

determine if teachers' class presentations were well planned and organized (Item i). 

Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (82.6% or 19/23), division heads 

(88.9% or 16/18), department heads (88.9% or 16/18), teachers themselves (52.4% or 

11/21), and students (60% or 6/10) were used to ascertain whether the teacher used 

class time effectively (Item j). 

Table 16 presents responses for Items k through t of Section A, Part 3, of the 

survey instrument. Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (69.9% or 

16/23), division heads (7.8% or 14/18), department heads (50.0% or 9/18), peers 

(55.6% or 5/9), and teachers themselves (52.4% or 11/21) were used to determine 

how to help teachers improve communication with parents (Item k). Evaluations 

performed by the chief administrators (87.0% or 20/23), division heads (94.4% or 

17/18), department heads (83.3% or 15/18), peers (66.7% or 6/9), teachers themselves 

(52.4% or 11/21), and students (70.0% or 7/10) were used to ascertain how to help 

teachers improve rapport with students (Item 1). 

Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (78.3% or 18/23), division 

heads (94.4% or 17/18), department heads (88.9% or 16/18), peers (77.8% or 7/9), 

teachers themselves (57.1% or 12/21), and students (60.0% or 6/10) were used to 

determine how to help teachers motivate students more effectively (Item m). 

Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (78.3% or 18/23), division heads 

(94.4% or 17/18), department heads (88.9% or 16/18), peers (77.8% or 7/9), and 

teachers themselves (52.4% or 11/21) were used to determine how to provide 
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Table 16 

Formative Purposes of Teacher Evaluation in Relation to Teacher Evaluators in the 
Independent Schools of the Southwest 

H. S. H. Div. H. Dept. Peers Self St. 
(N=23) (N=18) (N=18) (R=9) (N=21) (N=10) 

Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N 

Improving 
Parent N 16 7 14 4 9 9 5 4 11 10 3 7 
Conmmication % 69.9 30.4 77.8 22.2 50.0 50.0 55.6 44.4 52.4 47.6 30.0 70.0 

Improving 
Rapport W/ N 20 3 17 1 15 3 6 3 11 10 7 3 
Students % 87.0 13.0 94.4 5.6 83.3 16.7 66.7 33.3 52.4 47.6 70.0 30.0 

Improving 
Student N 18 5 17 1 16 2 7 2 12 9 6 4 
Motivation % 78.3 21.7 94.4 5.6 88.9 11.1 77.8 22.2 57.1 42.9 60.0 40.0 

Assisting W/ 
Classroom N 18 5 17 1 16 2 7 2 11 10 4 6 
Discipline % 78.3 21.7 94.4 5.6 88.9 11.1 77.8 22.2 52.4 47.6 40.0 60.0 

Assisting W/ 
Lesson Plan N 14 9 15 3 15 3 7 2 10 11 3 7 
Development % 60.9 39.1 83.3 16.7 83.3 16.7 77.8 22.2 47.6 52.4 30.0 70.0 

Improving Use 
of Instr. 
Aids and N 13 10 14 4 14 4 6 3 9 12 4 6 
Materials % 56.5 43.5 77.8 22.2 77.8 22.2 66.7 33.3 42.9 57.1 40.0 60.0 

Assisting W/ 
Individualized N 14 9 15 3 16 2 7 2 11 10 4 6 
Instruction % 60.9 39.1 83.3 16.7 88.9 11.1 77.8 22.2 52.4 47.6 40.0 60.0 

Assisting W/ 
A ta 
Meet Instr. N 14 9 14 4 14 4 6 3 11 10 3 7 
Objectives % 60.9 39.1 77.8 22.2 77.8 22.2 66.7 33.3 52.4 47.6 30.0 70.0 
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Table 16—Continued 

H. S. H. Div. H. Dept. Peers Self St. 
(N=23) (N=18) (N=18) (N=9) (N=21) (N=10) 

Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N 

Assisting W/ 
Effective Time N 17 6 16 2 15 3 7 2 11 10 5 5 
Management % 74.0 26.3 88.9 11.1 83.3 16.7 77.8 22.2 52.4 47.6 50.0 50.0 

Assisting W/ 
Improving N 15 8 16 2 15 3 7 2 11 10 6 4 
Class Morale % 65.2 34.8 88.9 11.1 83.3 16.7 77.8 22.2 52.4 47.6 60.0 40.0 

H. S. = Head of School, H. Dept. = Head of Department, H. Div. = Head of Division, 
St. = Students, Instr. = Instructional, W/ = With 

teachers with classroom discipline techniques and strategies (Item n). 

Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (60.9% or 14/23), division 

heads (83.3% or 15/18), department heads (83.3% or 15/18), and peers (77.8% or 7/9) 

were used to determine how to help teachers develop better lesson plans (Item o). 

Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (56.5% or 13/23), division heads 

(77.8% or 14/18), department heads (77.8% or 14/18), and peers (66.7% or 6/9) were 

used to improve teachers' use of instructional aids and materials (Item p). 

Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (60.9% or 14/23), division heads 

(83.3% or 15/18), department heads (88.9% or 16/18), peers (77.8% or 7/9), and 

teachers themselves (52.4% or 11/21) were used to determine how to help teachers 

individualize the instructional programs for students (Item q). 

Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (60.9% or 14/23), division 

heads (77.8% or 14/18), department heads (77.8% or 14/18), peers (66.7% or 6/9), and 
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teachers themselves (52.4% or 11/21) were used to help teachers develop classroom 

activities to meet instructional objectives (Item r). Evaluations performed by the chief 

administrators (74.0% or 17/23), division heads (88.9% or 16/18), department heads 

(83.3% or 15/18), peers (77.8% or 7/9), teachers themselves (52.4% or 11/21), and 

students (50.0% or 5/10) were used to ascertain how to help teachers manage class 

time effectively (Item s). 

Evaluations performed by the chief administrators (65.2% or 15/23), division 

heads (88.9% or 16/18), department heads (83.3% or 15/18), peers (77.8% or 7/9), 

teachers themselves (52.4% or 11/21), and students (60.0% or 6/10) were used to 

determine how to help teachers improve class morale (Item t). 

Comments hv Respondents 

The respondents were also asked to list the purposes for which evaluation was 

used in their schools if the purposes were different than the items included in this 

section of the instrument. Of the 38 respondents, 50.0% (19/38) did not respond, 

34.2% (13/38) responded that there were no purposes other than those listed, and 

15.8% (15/38) listed purposes for teacher evaluation in their schools. 

The following comments are listed in no order of priority: 

To encourage professional growth by determining areas of weakness or 
interest. 

Career planning is discussed and encouraged with the chief administrator when 
needed. 

Collegiality, dedication to the school's mission, willingness to volunteer time, 
attendance and participation in in-service activities, general decorum. 

To identify behaviors which do not assist students in reaching goals of the 
community, and to provide reward incentives to those who meet goals of the 
community. 
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At our school we are looking for inspiring teachers. Here competence won't cut 
it. That's not what parents are paying high tuition for. Teachers know that they 
are being held to this high standard. 

One of the major reasons for teacher evaluation at . . . is to praise the superior 
teacher with a real understanding of his inestimable contributions to his 
students and to the school. Appreciation and specific strengths are then 
mentioned in his appointment letter. 

Part 4: Teacher Evaluation Instruments and 
Procedures in the Independent Schools 

of the Southwest in 1986-87 

The evaluation instruments and procedures submitted by 28 of the 30 schools 

which also returned completed questionnaires, were selected for analysis. An 

analysis of the 28 instruments and procedures in use in schools resulted in the 

following summarization and classification: 

Very Informal Teacher Evaluation. The criteria for this classification were 

(a) the lack of a written procedure, (b) no evidence of a systematic approach, (c) 

informal classroom visits, and (d) no evaluation instrument. Only 2 of the 27 schools 

used a procedure classified as very informal. These schools used procedures which 

may be described primarily as subjective and included intuitive judgements. In these 

schools information was channeled verbally to the chief administrators by parents and 

students. The chief administrators conducted informal visits to the classrooms, and 

their perceptions of the teacher's' performance and general contributions to the school 

were submitted to the teachers in letters at the end of the school year. An instrument 

was not used. 

Informal Teacher Evaluation. The criteria for this classification were 

(a) evidence of written procedure, (b) evidence of a procedure but no systematic 

procedural steps, (c) classroom observations with provisions for documentation, and 
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(d) use of an instrument other than a rating form. In 7 of the 27 schools procedures 

were in use which may be described as subjective. Informal teacher evaluation in the 

independent schools included the use of self-evaluation forms, behavior checklists, 

points to guide evaluation and parent questionnaires, and a written summary of 

classroom visits by the chief administrator, the division head, or the department head. 

These schools did not use a standardized rating form, but did employ an instrument 

with a statement or question format which included guidelines for the classroom 

observation of teachers. 

Formal Teacher Evaluation. The criteria for this classification were 

(a) evidence of written procedure, including informing teachers of the procedure; (b) a 

pre-evaluation conference; (c) documentation of classroom visits; and (d) use of a 

rating form with specifications for follow-up activities. In 12 of the 27 schools 

procedures were in use which may be described as formal. Formal evaluation in the 

independent schools of the southwest included individual teacher goal-setting, with 

the evaluation process resulting in the assessment of accomplishment of goals or the 

restatement of goals. The rating forms in use included stated criteria and a rating list 

of predetermined behaviors identified by the school as teacher characteristics 

necessary to the accomplishment of the school's mission statement. Evaluation was 

mainly comprised of clinical supervision and was ongoing. These schools used 

procedures that were somewhat objective, and employed written procedures including 

classroom observation forms for identification of strengths and weaknesses, 

suggestions for improvement, and either a written improvement plan or a written 

summary. 



78 

Very Formal Teacher Evaluation. The criteria for this classification were 

(a) evidence of policy statements and clearly written steps of the evaluation process, 

(b) pre-observation conference and procedures for collection of data, 

(c) documentation of classroom visits using specified criteria with descriptors of the 

criteria, and (d) use of a standardized rating scale or a goal-setting process for the 

improvement of teaching and/or teacher professional development. In 6 of the 27 

schools, procedures in use could be described as very formal. These schools 

employed procedures that were described as totally objective and utilized written 

procedures including classroom observation forms for identification of strengths and 

weaknesses, suggestions for improvement, and either written improvement plans or 

written summaries. 

These schools used procedures which may be described as mainly objective 

and included standardized quantifiable rating instruments with stated criteria and 

descriptors. These processes specified the professional development of the teacher 

as one outcome or had provisions for improvement of teaching techniques. 

Professional Development Programs Provided for Teachers 
in ISAS Schools in 1986-87 

The data presented in this section include the chief administrators' responses 

to items in Section B of the survey instrument. Part 1 deals with the professional 

development budget, and Part 2 deals with the activities and programs provided by the 

schools. 

Part 1: Budget 

This section presents an analysis of data on the items related to the budget for 

professional development and provisions for professional development activities. The 
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data from the questions related to the provisions for professional development are 

presented in Table 17 and are discussed after each question, with the inclusion of 

additional relevant data. The responses related to budgetary amounts and 

reimbursement for teacher-initiated or school-recommended activities are discussed 

after each question. 

All 38 respondents reported that their schools had professional development 

budgets. 

Question 2 asked respondents to cite the percentage of the schools' budgets 

that was allocated for staff development. Two chief administrators did not provide an 

amount or percentage. One respondent indicated that the provisions for the budget 

was "the income from a $260,000.00 endowment plus a small amount of money within 

each department's budget." 

The percentage of school budgets spent on professional development of 

teachers ranged from .5% to 15.0%, with dollar amounts ranging from $3,000.00 to 

$40,000.00. Of the 35 schools which specified a percentage or an amount, 14 schools 

spent between .5% and 2.0%; 2 schools spent between 3.0% and 5.0%; and 1 school 

spent 15.0%. Thirteen schools spent $10,000.00 or less, 1 school spent $15,000.00, 

and 4 schools spent between $30,000.00 and $50,000.00. 

Professional development budgets were related to the size of the schools. The 

majority of schools that spent less than 2.0% of their budget, or less than $10,000.00, 

had an enrollment of 188 to 263 students. The schools that spent between 3.0% and 

5.0% of the budget, or $10,000.00, had an enrollment of 400 to 500 students. Schools 

with a professional development budget of $30,000.00 to $50,000.00 had enrollments 

of 700 to 900 students. 
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In response to question 3, which asked if monies were derived from (a) an 

operating budget, (b) a special fund, or (c) both, 47.4% (18/38) of the chief 

administrators reported that funding for professional development came from the 

operating budget, 2.6% (1/38) reported that it came from a special fund, and 50.0% 

(19/38) reported that it came from a combination of both. Comments volunteered by 

respondents revealed that special fund-raising activities for professional development 

included using parent club monies, contributions, solicited gifts, and the initiation in 

the 1986-87 school year of a portion of the annual fund drive earmarked for 

professional development. 

Question 4 required the respondents to list all school personnel who are 

involved in staff development programs in the schools. 

Of the 38 schools, 32 gave specific responses to the question. The unspecified 

responses included, teachers are expected to do some sort of professional 

development every year," "everyone," and "all faculty are eligible for funds for 

independent study." 

A team approach to professional development was evident from the 32 specific 

responses, although they were diversified. In 81.3% (26/38) of the schools, the school 

administrators, including the chief administrator and the division head, were involved. 

Schools with a dean of studies, assistant headmaster, department chair, and director 

of studies involved these personnel. Faculty involvement in staff development 

programs was reported in 65.6% (21/38) of the schools. Additional personnel who 

were reported by individual schools included the director of guidance, the parent 

association, the educational committee of the board of trustees, the development 

committee, the business manager, the development committee, outside experts, 

alumni, and parents with expertise. 
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Part 2: Professional Development. 

Table 17 shows responses to questions 1, 2, and 3, and other questions 

concerning professional assistance, special funds, and financial grants to faculty. 

Question 1 

Question 1 has four subparts. Responses to subpart (a) showed that master 

teachers assisted new teachers in 68.4% (26/38) of the schools. This practice was not 

followed in 31.6% (12/38) of the schools. Responses to subpart (b) showed that 

master teachers were given a decreased work load in 31.6% (12/38) of the schools. 

This practice was not followed in 68.4% (26/38) of the schools. Responses to subpart 

(c) showed that new teachers were given a decreased work load in 23.7% (9/38) of 

the schools. This practice was not followed in 76.3% (29/38) of the schools. 

Responses to subpart (d) showed that new or beginning teachers in 60.6% (23/38) of 

the schools attended the IS AS Beginning Teacher Institute. In 39.5% (15/38) of the 

schools this was not the case. 

Following question 1(d), the respondents were asked to "list any programs at 

your school for new teachers or for teachers who are beginning their teaching 

experience at your school." The individual responses from 21 chief administrators are 

listed below in no order of priority: 

Catholic schools in Louisiana and Texas have a new teacher institute and bring 
new faculty together at the beginning of the year. 

Monthly lunch with division heads and all new teachers to discuss items on an 
agenda or just to talk. 

New faculty orientation in August, informal informal follow-up; particular 
supervision by division and/or department heads . 

Mentors and workshops by ISAS. However, very few beginning teachers. 

In-service. 
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Table 17 

Budgetary Provisions for the Professional Development of Teachers in the 

Independent Schools 

Questions 
14=38 

Yes No 

N % N % 

Does your school has a professional 
development budget? 38 100.0 0 0.0 

1. Provisions for New Faculty 

a. Does your school provide for master 
teachers assist new teachers? 26 68.4 12 31.6 

b. Are master teachers given a decreased 
workload? 12 31.6 26 68.4 

c. Are new teachers given a decreased 
workload? 9 23.7 29 76.3 

d. Do new or beginning teachers attend 

the IS AS Beginning Teacher Institute? 23 60.6 15 39.5 

2. Professional Development Provisions 

Does your school provide for: 

a. teachers to attend the regional 
independent schools conferences? 38 100.0 0 0.0 

b. teachers to attend local educational 
conferences? 38 100.0 0 0.0 

c. teachers to attend national educational 
conferences? 35 92.1 3 7 9 

d. teachers to pursue graduate courses? 37 97.4 1 2.6 
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Table 17—Continued 

e. teachers to attend workshops in their 
specific teaching fields in order to im-
prove subject matter and teaching skills? 38 100.0 0 0.0 

f. teachers to pursue special projects, 
conferences, or workshops of special 
interest on release time? 27 71.1 11 28.9 

g. teachers to visit innovative programs 
in other schools on release time? 35 92.1 3 7.9 

3. Memberships and Subscriptions 
Provisions 

Does your school pay for: 

a. membership in professional 
organizations? 22 57.9 16 42.1 

b. subscriptions to professional 
education journals? 24 63.2 14 36.8 

Professional Assistance 
Does your school provide for consultants 
or experts in a given field to spend a few 
days at the school to assist teachers? 32 84.2 6 15.8 

Special Funds 
Does your school provide a fund for 

teachers to attend cultural events? 5 13.2 33 86.8 

Financial Grants 

Does your school provide a fund to 
assist teachers with: 

a. funding for summer travel? 
b. funding for summer study? 
c. sabbatical? 

6 15.8 32 84.2 
24 63.2 14 38.8 
3 7.9 35 92.1 



84 

Workshops with experienced faculty prior to the opening of school. 

Attendance at new faculty workshops. 

Opportunities to watch model teaching. 

Careful orientation through department heads. 

Orientation program. Depends on length of teaching experience. 

New faculty handbook, new faculty one-day opening workshop plus mid-fall 
follow-up. 

Three-day workshop at the beginning of the year. 

Department heads work closely with teacher. 

Master teachers team teach with beginning teachers. 

Part-time shared teachers at each level who serve as substitutes and are 
ultimately selected from if there are openings for full-term. 

Separate meetings and in-service during first year. 

We do not hire unproven teachers, but there is an orientation program for teachers 
new to our school. 

We have an extensive and continuing new teacher orientation program. 

Orientation for new teachers on discipline, grading, and parent relations. 

As a rule no "new teachers" are hired. 

One extra summer week of in-service. 

Question 2 

Question 2 has 8 subparts. The respondents were asked to specify "yes" or 

"no," to whether the activity was required or encouraged, to indicate whether the 

teacher was reimbursed, and to provide the amount or percentage of reimbursement. 

Responses to subpart (a) show that all 38 (100.0%) of the schools provided for 

teachers to attend regional conferences. Attendance was required by 7.9% (3/38) of 

the schools and encouraged by 92.1% (35/38) of the schools. Teachers were paid or 
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reimbursed by 92.1% (35/38) of the schools. In 7.9% (3/38) of the schools where this 

activity was encouraged, the teachers were not reimbursed. 

Of the 35 schools which reimbursed expenses for this provision, 2.9% (1/38) of 

the schools provided less than 50.0% of the expenses, 31.4% (11/35) of the schools 

provided 50% or more of the expenses, and 65.7% (23/35) of the schools provided 

100% of the expenses. The comments volunteered indicated that attendance at 

regional conferences in one school was required of middle school, lower school, 

kindergarten, and preschool teachers; and in another school it was strongly 

encouraged. 

Responses to subpart (b) show that all 38 chief administrators reported that 

teachers attended local educational conferences. Attendance was required by 2.6% 

(1/38) and encouraged by 97.4% (37/38). Teachers were paid or reimbursed by 92.1% 

(35/38) of the schools. In 7.9% (3/38) of the schools where attendance was 

encouraged, teachers were not reimbursed. Of the 35 schools that reimbursed 

teachers for this activity, 2.9% (1/35) provided 75% of the cost, 77.1% (27/35) 

provided 100% of expenses, 8.6% (3/35) paid registration only, and 11.4% (4/35) 

reported that the amount was contingent on the budget and constraints, such as 

substitute pay and distance. The comments provided indicated that in one school this 

attendance was strongly encouraged, in another school it was not encouraged but the 

school paid expenses if the conference was allowed, and that ISAS and NAIS 

conferences were required. 

Responses to subpart (c) showed that teachers attended national conferences 

in 92.1% (35/38) of the schools. No school required such attendance, but it was 

encouraged by 92.1% (35/38) of the schools. Teachers were paid or reimbursed by 

85.7% (30/35) of the schools that provided this opportunity. In 14.3% (5/35) of the 
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schools where this activity was encouraged, the teachers were not reimbursed. Of the 

30 schools that reimbursed teachers for this activity, 50.0% (15/30) paid 50.0% to 

100.0% of expenses; 33.3% (10/30) paid registration only; and 16.7% (5/30) reported 

that no set amount was provided, that the school paid the registration fee and 

substitute pay, but the teachers paid other expenses. 

Responses to subpart (d) showed that graduate study was provided in 97.4% 

(37/38) of the schools. Teacher tuition was paid or reimbursed by 37.8% (14/38) of the 

schools. Of the schools that provided for this activity, it was required by 8.1% (3/37) 

and 34 (91.9%) encouraged it, but it was not funded by 62.2% (23/37) of the schools. 

Of the 14 schools that reimbursed teachers for graduate study, 21.4% (3/14) of the 

schools reimbursed 50.0% of teachers' expenses, and 21.4% (3/14) reimbursed 100.0% 

of expenses. Some respondents volunteered comments regarding school policy. In 

four schools teachers were allowed this provision if the courses were required for 

state certification. In three schools, teachers were reimbursed only if they pursued a 

master's degree or graduate courses. In two schools, reimbursement for graduate 

study depended on monies available in the budget. 

Responses to subpart (e) show that all 38 schools provided for teacher's 

attendance at workshops. Attendance was required by 2.6% (1/38) of the schools, 

encouraged by 94.8% (36/38) of the schools, and not encouraged by 2.6% (1/38) of the 

schools. Teachers were paid or reimbursed by 33 (86.8%) of the schools. In 23.2% 

(5/36) of the schools in which attendance at workshops was encouraged, teachers 

were not reimbursed. Of the 33 schools that reimbursed this activity, all paid 50.0% to 

100.0% of the expenses, and 75.7% (25/38) provided 100.0% of the expenses. The 

amount or percentage which was reimbursed varied among schools. Comments from 

the administrators indicated that one school provided reimbursement only if the 
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workshop was local, two schools paid all expenses except meals, and one school paid 

only the workshop fee. 

Responses to subpart (f) showed that release time for educational pursuits 

was provided by 71.1% (27/38) of the schools, but was not provided by 28.9% (11/38) 

schools. It was not required by any school, but it was encouraged by all 27 schools. 

Of the 27 schools that provided release time, teachers were paid or reimbursed by 

62.9% (17/27), but were not reimbursed by 37.1% (10/27) of the schools. From the 

remaining schools the following comments were noted: The fiill amount for release 

time for educational pursuits was paid by 31.6% (12/27) of the schools. Six schools 

reported that they did what they could, four reported that reimbursement for release 

time was negotiable, two reported that the provision was "on an individual basis," 

two reported that the provision was limited by budget amounts, and one commented 

that the provision "varies with special interest bearing on school activity." Comments 

included provision, but not encouraged," "paid for if allowed," "missing school for the 

purpose is frowned upon," and "teachers are provided 'their fair share.'" 

Responses to subpart (g) showed that teachers were provided release time to 

visit innovative programs in other schools in 92.1% (35/38) of the schools, but release 

time was not provided in 7.9% (3/38) of the schools. Of the 35 schools which allowed 

visitation, it was required by 11.4% (4/35), encouraged by 85.7% (30/35), and not 

encouraged by 31.4% (11/35). Teachers were paid or reimbursed by 74.3% (26/35) of 

the schools, but they were not reimbursed in 25.7% (9/35) of the schools. In 60.0% 

(21/35) of the schools, teachers were paid 100.0% of the expenses, 8.6% (3/35) of the 

schools paid a substitute, and 5.7% (2/35) of the schools paid for accommodations and 

travel and gave the teacher per diem. 
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Question 3 

Question 3 has two subparts. Responses to subpart (a) show that teachers' 

membership fees or dues in professional organizations were provided by 57.9% 

(22/38) of the schools, but were not provided in 42.1% (16/38) of the schools. 

Comments indicate that educational memberships were rarely given in one school and 

sometimes allowed but not provided in two schools. 

Responses to subpart (b) show that payment for teachers' subscription to 

professional journals was provided in 63.2% (24/38) of the schools, but it was not 

provided in 36.8% (14/38) of the schools. 

Responses to the question regarding professional assistance showed that 

teacher access to consultants and experts in given fields was provided in 84.2% 

(32/38) of the schools, but it was not provided in 15.8% (6/38) of the schools. 

Responses to the question regarding special funds showed that a fund to 

enable teachers to attend cultural and sports events was provided in 13.2 % (5/38) of 

the schools, but it was not provided in 86.8% (33/38) of the schools. Respondents' 

comments indicated that sources of funds for teachers were mainly derived from 

donations by parents, and the schools provided tickets for their own cultural and 

athletic events. 

The last question, regarding financial grants, has three subparts. Responses 

to subpart (a) show that a fund to assist teachers with summer travel was available 

in 15.8% (6/38) of the schools, but similar funds were not provided in 84.2% (32/38) of 

the schools. Responses to subpart (b) show that a fund to assist teachers with 

summer study was available in 63.2% (24/38) of the schools, but it was not provided 

in 38.8% (14/38) of the schools. Responses to subpart (c) show that a special fund for 
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sabbatical leave was provided in 7.9% (3/38), but it was not provided in 92.1% (35/38) 

of the schools. 

Comments provided spontaneously by the respondents revealed that such 

funding was not part of a formal program. "Summer study, summer travel and 

sabbatical leave [are] not part of a formal program but at the discretion of the head;" 

"schools will pay on special occasions, if it [is] an approved course;" and "if the course 

[is] in conjunction with study." 

Comments bv Respondents 

Respondents were asked to provide information concerning professional 

development programs in their schools which were not included in the survey 

instrument. Three schools replied to the request and submitted the following 

comments. 

Care is taken to ensure that all teachers have an opportunity for some kind of 
professional development every three or four years. They are required to engage 
in this in some way, but have latitude in what they do; i.e., one teacher this year 
was offered a trip to N.Y.C. area to visit schools and study curriculum. She 
preferred to have her "development" locally, and time was allowed. 

Special awards of $2,000.00 a year for a two-year period to pursue special 
projects. That is, a teacher is awarded up to a total of $4,000.00 over a two-year 
period to pursue special projects. The money for this comes from endowed funds. 

All of the financial support is limited to the amount provided—faculty apply for 
support and, depending on funds and previous "awards," a decision is made. 

Teachers' Perceptions of Evaluation Processes 
and Professional Development Programs 

in Five Selected Schools 

This section includes a comparison of administrators' and teachers' responses 

to the survey instrument which verifies the evaluation process in each school, and 

data collected during on-site visitations through interviews with an administrator and 
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10 selected teachers in each school which reflect the perception of the evaluation 

process and school documents. 

Five schools were chosen which met the criteria described in Chapter 3 for 

selection of schools for on-site visitation. For each school selected for the on-site 

visitations, 10 selected teachers were administered the survey instrument, "A Survey 

of Teacher Evaluation Processes and Professional Development Programs in 

Independent Schools," that had previously been administered to their chief 

administrators. The teacher responses in each school were tabulated and compared 

with the responses of the chief administrator of the school in order to verify the 

responses of the administrators of schools selected for on-site visitation (see 

Appendix E, pp. 166-175 for an example of the tabulation). If discrepancies were 

found between the administrator's responses and 50% or more of the teachers in a 

school on any section of the survey instrument, the school was rejected. 

After a comparison of (a) the administrators' responses and their comments on 

the survey questionnaire, (b) the instruments submitted, and (c) the responses of the 

administrator and 10 selected teachers from each school, it was determined that each 

school selected met the criteria for inclusion as described in Chapter 3. 

School 1 

This was an inner-city, college-preparatory nondenominational girls' school in 

Louisiana, with an enrollment of 403 upper-middle- and upper-class students in 

preschool through grade 12. Founded in 1912, this school challenges students in an 

atmosphere of creative and intellectual stimulation. 

This school was studied because the evaluation program was formal and 

comprehensive, used more than one instrument, and included a two-year cycle for 
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probationary teachers. The evaluation of teachers incorporated the use of a variety of 

forms for such different purposes as a pre-observation data sheet, a classroom 

observation record form, a formative evaluation form designed to help teachers with 

the instructional process, and a summative evaluation report form designed to 

evaluate teacher effectiveness. Teachers were rated on a weighted scale of 1 to 10, 

weighted as (a) inadequate, (b) competent, (c) proficient, or (d) superior in the 

performance areas of productive teaching techniques; organized, structured class 

management; professional responsibilities; personal attributes; and completion of job 

targets. Each area of assessment was followed by evaluator and teacher comments. 

A comparison of the responses of the chief administrator and the sample of 

teachers who completed the questionnaire revealed discrepancies between their 

perceptions regarding the use of data from evaluation. Teachers disagreed with the 

chief administrator that evaluation data were used to determine teacher competency 

(8 or 80.0%), salary increment (9 or 90.0%), dismissal of faculty (7 or 70.0%), 

promotion (9 or 90.0%), contract renewal (6 or 60.0%), or to improve communication 

between teachers and parents (6 or 60.0%). 

Teachers were unaware of the amount and source of the budget allocated for 

professional development (10 or 100.0%). Teachers disagreed with the chief 

administrator that master teachers assisted beginning teachers (7 or 70.0%), that the 

school provided release time for teachers to pursue areas of interest (5 or 50.0%), and 

that the school provided for subscription to educational journals (6 or 60.0%). 

The evaluation process at this school, in the first year of implementation, was 

developed and implemented as a result of a recommendation following the school 

accreditation process. Teacher evaluation was specifically identified as a weak area, 

and the recommendation was made that an evaluation program be established. The 
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former procedure was described by teachers as a haphazard, narrative-type process 

based on annual observation. The present administrator, after research and 

attendance at the National Association of Independent Schools-sponsored workshops 

on teacher evaluation instituted the process in effect, which the administrator 

described as "a recommended independent school process adopted and modified for 

this school's purpose." The process formulated was determined by the school's 

philosophy and requirements, and by the school's expectations of teachers. 

The primary purpose of the evaluation process was to improve instruction and 

to provide indications for retention or dismissal of teachers. Teachers were notified of 

the procedures, the instruments to be utilized, and the names of the evaluators, which 

included the division head and the department head. 

Probationary teachers were evaluated annually by a process that included a 

pre-evaluation conference, classroom observation, and a final conference. Teachers 

were given a formal written evaluation at the end of the year. This process was 

continuous, with an overall performance evaluation at the end of the year and the 

setting of goals for the following year at the end of each school year. Three of these 

teachers stated during the interview that they related their summer activities to the 

acquisition of skills and resources to ensure that they were equipped and well 

prepared for the next school year. 

For non-probationary teachers, the process was a two-year cycle which had 

components of (a) a preliminary conference, including a discussion of goals for job 

improvement; (b) a minimum of five classroom observations per cycle; (c) a post-

evaluation conference; and (d) a final conference followed by a formal written report 

presented to the teacher. The report included goals for job improvement. These goals 

were stated as identifiable, measurable objectives that were relevant to the 
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established criteria and incorporated measurable descriptors. These goals were to be 

achieved within a reasonable time limit. If improvement was not evident within the 

specified time, a non-probationary teacher was placed on a one-year evaluation cycle, 

and a probationary teacher was dismissed. 

Teachers reported that they were encouraged by the chief administrator to use 

feedback from colleagues to gain insight into their performance. Teachers also used 

student feedback by utilizing a student response format. A self-evaluation form was 

the same instrument used for the final evaluation; however, according to the chief 

administrator, the stated primary purpose was to improve instruction, and the 

secondary purpose was an indicator for the retention or dismissal of faculty. 

The majority of teachers in this school were not aware of the development of 

the evaluation process (60.0%). However, the teachers concurred that, prior to the 

implementation of the evaluation process, they were well informed about the 

procedures of the format and instruments at faculty orientation meetings, pre-

evaluation conferences, and the pre-observation collection of data, and a very 

thorough review of the formal procedure was conducted with the teacher by the chief 

administrator before an individual evaluation was scheduled. 

The teachers described the evaluation process as consisting of a pre-

evaluation conference, classroom observations, and a post-evaluation conference 

followed by a written annual report. Perceptions of the teachers regarding the actual 

implementation of the process included the view, by teachers who had been at the 

school for five years or more, that although it was the most formal of the five 

processes that had been established over the past few years, it was "a tool for 

gathering data to prove you are a good teacher or you are not a good teacher." 
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The current process was perceived by teachers as a process that "encourages 

you to look at yourself," "to be always checking that what you are doing, you are doing 

right." Teachers believed that tours of the school by the public and infrequent visits by 

the principal provided a continual assessment of the quality of teaching. The teachers 

cited comments by the principal to teachers, such as "That was an excellent lesson 

you conducted when I was showing the visitors around; they were really impressed," 

or "You seemed to be having difficulty in the area o f . . . as I passed your room; let us 

discuss the problem." 

The majority of teachers concurred that the components of the process that 

were of greatest utility to teachers were the pre-evaluation conference and data 

collection form that allowed teachers to specify exactly what areas they felt needed to 

be addressed during a classroom observation. The teachers felt that they would get 

help in the areas in which they perceived a personal deficiency. 

Among teacher comments were the following. "I know what I will be evaluated 

when an administrator comes into the room. I feel that I am an active participant, not 

a pawn in the process." "When I am evaluated I am in control, for I know the 

evaluation will focus on my weakness and that I will get feedback telling me how I can 

adopt different techniques, so I do not have to look forward to one dreaded day of 

evaluation as I had in the past." 

Teachers perceived the purpose of the evaluation process as "the collection of 

data to give feedback and reassurance on areas of concern to teachers," and "because 

the items are so well clarified, everything is written and signed, it is a wonderful 

document to have on hand if a teacher is to be fired." Generally, teachers perceived 

that the procedure's credibility lay in the fact that it was designed for growth; however, 
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because the documentation of observances was clearly articulated, they were spared 

the worry of unexpected "surprises." 

Whereas teachers were well informed of the evaluation process, none of the 10 

teachers interviewed could link an individual evaluation to any course work or 

workshop attended. It was obvious in this school that professional development was 

a budgetary concern based on the opinion that everything a teacher does eventually 

benefits the child. Based on this philosophy, teachers perceived professional 

development which primarily consisted of financial provisions for them to pursue their 

own development. One teacher, who was new to the school, clarified the provision for 

development when she remarked that "the word gets around that, if you want 

professional advancement, if you want funding for professional education, this school 

really helps you." Professional development by teachers included advanced degrees, 

and attendance at national conventions and workshops in their teaching fields. 

School-initiated workshops included speakers, invited by the administrator to 

faculty meetings, who addressed issues such as education, psychology, and 

computers in education. These topics were not necessarily based on an analysis of 

teacher weaknesses or needs revealed by the evaluation process. The administration 

utilized professional presenters who visited the city to participate in business and 

education conferences by inviting them to the school to visit with teachers and 

students. 

All of the teachers at this school agreed that evaluation was continuous and 

that the utility of the evaluation process was not the exercise itself, but rather the 

interaction between observer and teacher. One teacher explained, "The best way you 

can become a better teacher is to have someone to show or tell you how to be better." 
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School 2 

Founded in 1955, this was a suburban, college-preparatory, nondenominational 

coeducational school in New Mexico with an enrollment of 808 upper middle- and 

upper-class students in grades 6 through 12. It offered a challenging curriculum to 

achieve student mastery of fundamentals and independent judgement. 

The school was studied because its evaluation process was formal and focused 

on the improvement of instruction by a differentiated process for the development of 

beginning and the monitoring of continuing teachers. The introduction to the 

evaluation method in the school literature was a policy statement indicating that the 

process was designed to promote excellence in teaching and that it was linked to 

professional development. The administration acknowledged that "teachers who had 

been assessed to be competent did not need an annual summative evaluation," but 

believed that summative evaluation was needed in order to assure that "instructional 

standards were maintained." Therefore, in this school, evaluations were scheduled 

based on teaching experience. Junior faculty were evaluated annually, and senior 

faculty were evaluated periodically—normally every four years. An annual written 

report was given to each teacher. Before an evaluation each teacher was informed of 

the areas which were to be included in the evaluation by special memo. A special 

evaluation of a teacher was initiated by either department or division heads when 

warranted by circumstances. The evaluation criteria in the instrument included 

effective teaching, scholarship, and service to the school. The outcomes of the 

evaluation included the documentation of strengths and weaknesses and identification 

of areas needing improvement. 

The discrepancy between responses of the chief administrator and teachers in 

this school related mainly to communication. The teachers (5 or 50.0%) did not agree 
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with the chief administrator that school policy provided a requirement that teachers be 

informed of the evaluation process by the chief administrator. Two teachers added the 

comment that "an explanation was not required because the procedure was clearly 

spelled out in the faculty handbook." The improvement of teacher communication with 

parents was considered a purpose of evaluation by the chief administrator, but five 

(50.0%) of the teachers disagreed. Teachers in this school were also unaware of the 

amount and source of the budget for professional development (9 or 90.0%). Teachers 

added comments that the school enjoyed a "unique situation" because "money is 

usually no object" and that "no one was usually refused funds for a worthwhile 

project." Teachers disagreed that master teachers assisted new teachers (7 or 

70.0%), that master teachers had a decreased work load (10 or 100.0%), and that new 

teachers also had a reduced work load (10 or 100.0%). One teacher offered the 

explanation that "fewer classes do not equate to a reduced work load" and that "the 

heads of departments who are directly involved in teacher evaluation have a reduced 

workload." 

The evaluation process at this school, in the first year of implementation, was 

initiated with the appointment of the present chief administrator. The need to institute 

a more thorough and formal process resulted from the perceptions of some division 

heads and the board of trustees that the school did not have a strong evaluation 

process in place. 

The previous evaluation process, which had been used for 10 years, was a very 

informal procedure. Components included were classroom observation, student 

evaluation, and an annual written summary which basically affirmed the teacher as an 

asset to the school. An evaluation conducted with this process, according to veteran 

teachers, "made the administrators aware of teachers who were evaluated as either 
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very good or not very good, but it did nothing for average teachers" and "the previous 

process did not collect data to justify that inefficient teachers were asked to leave." 

Also, "the student evaluation was used to determine what students did or did not like 

about a class" and, based on student opinions, teachers revised their classroom 

techniques. This process was perceived by the administration to result in the 

retention of static teachers. 

The process in use at the time of this study was developed as a result of an 

examination of research on teacher evaluation, of administrators' experiences, and of 

the direct involvement of faculty in the decision-making process. The process which 

resulted was based on an assertion that the quality of a school is directly related to 

the quality of its faculty and that it promotes excellence in teaching. In the context of 

the school's policy statement, the administration defined an effective teacher: 

A teacher whose work is characterized by commitment to the subject, to student, 
and to constant improvement in teaching. The effective teacher has a thorough 
knowledge of his/her primary discipline, and is able to communicate material 
systematically and coherently, as well as his/her own enthusiasm for the subject. 
Such a teacher is actively concerned with the intellectual and personal 
development of the students, encourages their questions, welcomes diversity of 
opinion, and is considerate and fair in dealing with them seeking always to 
increase their capacity to think for themselves. Finally, the effective teacher 
welcomes and profits from constructive criticism. 

The implementation of this new process was a budgetary concern. The 

administrator interviewed explained that "in order to implement the process 

effectively, personnel with the time to devote to this activity was a necessary factor." 

Department heads who had traditionally taught a full-time schedule were given a 50% 

reduced teaching load. They became actively involved in both the teacher selection 

and evaluation processes. 

The faculty development budget was increased from $90,000 to $120,000. This 

budget made it possible to implement the current policy, including arrangements 
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available for faculty members to travel all over the world to study and formulate 

programs that would influence the academic program in the classrooms and the 

personal and professional growth, well-being, and satisfaction of the teachers. 

Recently, arrangements were made for five teachers to have a year of sabbatical. The 

school's commitment to faculty development is specified in the school's faculty 

handbook: 

In the allocation of funds, a high priority will be assigned to those projects which 
are most likely to lead to stronger classroom teaching over time and which attempt 
to address those deficiencies in performance (if any) oudined in the most recent 
evaluation. 

The evaluation process was differentiated for beginning and veteran teachers. 

Beginning teachers were evaluated annually, whereas veteran teachers were 

evaluated periodically—normally every four years. Veteran teachers were monitored 

by the submission of individual teacher reports, sample lesson plans, sample tests, 

special programs, and reports from department heads. Teachers repeated during the 

interview that special evaluations were initiated when warranted by circumstances. 

All teachers were evaluated annually by students. A standardized computer-

scored rating instrument was developed for use by students. In addition to the rating 

form, the various departments of the school implemented a procedure within each 

respective department for the assessment of teaching. The English department 

required a written essay which included content on the teacher's style, the material 

covered in class, and the willingness of the teacher to help students beyond the 

scheduled class time. The science department used open-ended questions. 

A detailed definition of the evaluative criteria for formal evaluation included 

effective teaching, scholarship, and service to the school. The summary included an 
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assessment of strengths and weaknesses and identification of areas needing 

improvement. 

In comparison with the process used in the past, teachers who were evaluated 

by that procedure described the present procedure as "more comprehensive," "very 

thorough," "structured," and "helpful because of positive supportive feedback." The 

teachers' perceptions of the process may be summarized in one teacher's comment 

that "there are enough people looking, and looking deeply enough so that one person 

cannot skew the results." 

The evaluation process was not considered to be "welded" to professional 

development programs. Teacher evaluation was linked to professional development 

(termed "scholarship"). Teachers at this school did not perceive their activities for 

professional development as a direct outcome of their evaluation but, rather, as self-

initiated, self-actualization activities. This provision for personal professional growth 

is reflected in the school's philosophy: 

In the belief that effective teaching over time is inextricably linked to remaining 
current in the primary teaching discipline and in the belief that this objective may 
be achieved in a variety of ways, it is noted that professional achievement of a 
faculty member is measured in part by the pursuit of graduate work and 
participation in workshops related to the primary teaching field, by efforts to 
communicate with colleagues on and beyond the campus, by participation in 
professional societies, and by recognition from peers outside the Academy, 
through awards or invitation to lecture, teach, perform or exhibit. 

Teachers reported that in-service workshops within the school were offered on 

topics of general interest, such as the identification of student learning styles. 

Teachers perceived the implementation of professional development as "the 

opportunities provided by the school for teachers which promote interest in doing other 

things for teachers who have not done anything for a long time," "a way to weed out 

the people who will realize that they do not belong here," "to make people aware that 
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they will need to leave if they do not want to do what it takes to be in the system," 

and "to guarantee a faculty of outstanding or extremely powerful teachers that will be 

developed and encouraged to the school, mediocre teachers will not have a shot at it 

with the implementation of this process." The teachers all considered the process an 

excellent one and expected it to be fully implemented in three years. 

The general perception of implementation of the process was that assistance 

was provided and made available to teachers who might need it. The utility of the 

exercise, reported by teachers interviewed, included the dialogue between evaluators 

and teachers—specifically, in "discussions about classroom activities and sharing 

ideas," "suggestions and techniques to improve interpersonal skills," as well as a 

"concern for what the teacher had done in the past and planned for the future." 

The teachers did not perceive the evaluation process to affect their teaching 

style. As one teacher explained, 

The purpose of evaluation is not to affect style; that is personal and encouraged. 
The evaluators look for content and variety—the ability to use different approaches 
for different students. That is an adjustment for someone who has been teaching 
in a university or a public school. But you know and meet the expectations of the 
school—you don't wait for an evaluation to be told. (Anonymous teacher) 

School 3 

This was a suburban, college-preparatory, denominational coeducational 

school in Texas. Founded in 1952 as an outreach program of the Episcopal Church, 

this school had an enrollment of 310 middle- and upper-class students. Unlike the 

schools including upper schools, this school had a noncompetitive atmosphere that 

addressed the needs of each student. 

The school was studied because the evaluation program was a continuous 

formative clinical supervision process combined with a self-evaluation to rate 
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strengths and weaknesses. The data from this process, described as "unobtrusive 

teacher assessment through interaction," were used to set individual teacher 

achievement goals, to improve instruction, and to identify areas for teacher 

development. The teachers wrote performance improvement objectives which were 

reviewed continuously. Any violations by the teacher of performance expectations 

were reviewed as they occurred, and new strategies and goals were developed. 

Discrepancies between administrator and teacher responses related to the use 

of evaluative data for administrative decisions. Teachers did not perceive that 

evaluation was used to determine teacher competency (9 or 90.0%), salary increment 

(9 or 90.0%), grounds for dismissal (7 or 70.0%), promotion within the system (9 or 

90.0%), or contract renewal (6 or 60.0%). Teachers' comments indicated that, 

although they were not informed of the purposes for which evaluation was conducted, 

the factors above could be underlying reasons. The administrator reported that the 

school did not provide for master teachers, but the teachers equated the term "master 

teacher" with unit leader and indicated that the school did provide master teachers to 

assist new teachers (5 or 50.0%). Teachers were unaware of the amount of the 

professional development budget (9 or 90.0%) and source of funding (8 or 80.0%). 

They disagreed with the chief administrator about the number of personnel involved in 

staff development programs (6 or 60.0%). 

The evaluation program in this school was a formative process developed 

jointly by the present administrator and faculty for the purpose of improving the quality 

of instruction and programs for students. This process had been in effect for four 

years, and replaced a very informal system of infrequent observations and verbal 

feedback which could not be compared to the present procedure. 
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The administrator reported that the process was developed after a review of 

research on evaluation and a survey of the practice in many types of schools across 

the country during the past 20 years. Criteria for teachers were recognized by the 

faculty in terms of the importance of the image of an effective teacher that exemplified 

and typified the school as stated in the faculty handbook: "We . . . have a certain 

image in mind of what we think of a teacher. This image is a result of our philosophy of 

education and the very values of a parish school." A statement in the faculty 

handbook reiterated the philosophical base for teacher selection and the acceptance of 

the contribution that faculty could make to the development of the evaluation process: 

First, we have employed you because we believe you represent excellence in your 
profession. We are not interested in mediocrity nor are we interested in one who 
"just wants a job." We have chosen you because we believe you see your 
profession as a "calling" . . . a ministry . . . one of the most creative in life. We 
believe you will be an exciting, creative, and challenging teacher. 

The evaluation instrument was developed as a result of the utilization of the 

administrator's research. The administrator involved the faculty in brainstorming 

sessions which addressed such questions as "What things are important to this 

school?," "What will contribute to the atmosphere we wish to foster?," "What are the 

considerations to be given to the methods of instruction you have found to be 

effective?," and "What are the classroom management procedures that are appropriate 

for our program? The items were defined as observable behaviors and were ranked in 

order of importance. The behaviors included in the self-appraisal process as 

expectations of performance were direct outcomes of faculty involvement in the 

decision-making process. The unit leader position was created for the implementation 

of this process. The implementation of the process was the responsibility of the 

administrator and unit leaders. Unit leaders assisted with clinical supervision, but 

they did not evaluate teachers. They assisted teachers with the development of 
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personal characteristics, with the improvement of the teaching-learning process, and 

with the preparation of teachers for the implementation of the evaluation process. 

Some of the specific questions a unit leader attempted to answer during a visit 

to a teacher's classroom included "Is this person a leader?," "Is this the ideal person 

to be placed in front of a child?," "What is this teacher contributing to the 

advancement of the school?," "Is this teacher willing to brainstorm and to make 

suggestions to help other teachers in order to build and improve the school?," and "Is 

this teacher really covering the material in scope and sequence?" 

The first phase of the evaluation process was a continual daily awareness of 

the teacher's functioning based on minimum standards. The second phase was a self-

rating scale which was used to develop goals and to identify the skills the teacher 

wished to develop. The self-rating scale was utilized for the first time during the 

1986-87 school year. 

Evaluation was perceived by the faculty as a continuous process that stressed 

daily awareness through teacher, administrator, and unit leader interaction and that 

utilized a teacher's self-rating scale for goal-setting and identification of skill 

improvement. The faculty assessed the implementation as nonthreatening, and 

regarded the process as an introspective experience that encouraged teachers to 

become self-motivated and to meet expectations. 

Most of the teachers interviewed accepted the process willingly and ascribed 

the ease of its implementation to the fact that they all received positive feedback. 

However, teachers also expressed concern that they were not sure what would 

happen if the evaluation did not go well. They credited the ease of implementation and 

lack of problems in the process to the continual classroom visits and the support of the 

unit leader. Teachers who had taught in other school systems preferred this system, 
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which did not have a rating instrument, and considered the size of the school to be a 

factor. The teachers stated that they would be uncomfortable with a rating instrument 

and felt that performance cannot be quantified. This was stated clearly by one teacher: 

"A piece of paper you fill out cannot change techniques; people will change if they see 

a need for change." 

Individual teachers stated that they perceived the purpose of evaluation in 

terms of the utility of the evaluation process, which included the following statements: 

"knowledge of the school's expectations keeps teachers aware of the important 

areas," "teachers do not forget to look at the checkpoints," "enables the school to 

keep tabs on their strengths and weakness," "ensures that teachers are doing what 

they are supposed to do as often as required," "gives the administrator a personal 

knowledge of the contributions of each person to the system," and "determines how 

well one fits in the complete program." Apart from the formal aspects of the process, 

"unscheduled visits by the administrator give a feel of the system," and "impromptu 

visits of 10 seconds or 5 minutes give the administrator a good picture of what a 

teacher does during a school day." Also, "the continuous knowledge that observers 

such as prospective parents, personnel from other schools, and members of the public 

may visit at any time keeps teachers aware of themselves and what they are doing." 

Professional development was encouraged but not mandated. It was usually 

self-initiated and not perceived as a direct outcome of the evaluation process. 

Opportunities for professional development such as workshops and courses were 

circulated, and financial provisions were available for teachers who asked to attend 

them. Teachers were advised in the faculty handbook to take the initiative: 

Be sure you take advantage of every opportunity to extend your knowledge and 
expertise—don't wait for the administrator to insist you attend conferences and 
workshops, to enroll for that extra class you need. Do not ask, "Why should I 
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learn this?"—first, learn it—and then you can honestly assess why it is worthless 
knowledge. (If indeed it is.) 

The majority of the faculty (7 or 70.0%) was not sure how evaluation affected 

the professional development program, but perceived self-initiated activities as an 

indirect outcome (8 or 80%). 

School 4 

This was a suburban, college preparatory, nondenominational boys' school in 

Texas, with an enrollment of of 741 middle- and upper-class students in grades 1 

through 12. Founded in 1950, this elite and selective school prepares students for 

leadership responsibilities. 

This school was studied because, although its evaluation program was formal, 

it involved teachers in the evaluation process through the requirement of individual 

personal goals and the development of a personal statement that was cumulative and 

was reviewed each year. Teachers were encouraged to set goals commensurate with 

their professional development and areas of experience. The purpose of classroom 

visits preceded by a conference was specified as "not an exercise in fault-finding" but 

as having the aim of praising strengths and helping teachers to grow professionally. 

The administrators gained an impression of a teacher's effectiveness through frequent 

classroom visits and conversations with the teacher, colleagues, students, and 

parents. A formal annual written evaluation summary cited strengths and 

weaknesses. 

There were no major disagreements between the perceptions of the 

administrator and the teachers in this school. The evaluation process was developed 

initially to replace ineffective faculty, to fill a need to identify strong faculty, to boost 



107 

morale, and to give weak teachers a chance to improve specific weaknesses with 

assistance. 

The teacher evaluation process was part of a hierarchical system. The 

executive committee of the board of trustees evaluated the chief administrator, who 

evaluated each member of the administrative group. The dean of the faculty evaluated 

department heads, and they, in turn, evaluated teachers in their departments. The 

coaching, advising, sponsorships, and other activities in which teachers were involved, 

in addition to teaching, were documented in written format by the chief administrators 

and athletic directors. The process, in effect for four years, was a budgetary concern. 

The administrator interviewed stated that in order to "attract and retain the best 

possible faculty, the administration and board of trustees built an endowment that 

included master teacher chairs and funds for faculty enrichment." 

Master teacher chairs were established at the school as part of the program to 

attract and retain teachers. The school conducted a national search for the best calibre 

teachers. However, the administrator acknowledged that, "in spite of excellent 

credentials and efficiency at other schools, some teachers did not produce according to 

the expected calibre, or the administration failed to make a match between the job 

description and the academic achievements of the recruit." In this school the 

evaluation process was linked to the teacher recruitment and selection process, and 

the evaluation data also served as an assessment of the effectiveness of the selection 

process. 

Evaluations were conducted at specific times: September—Goal-setting 

conferences between the individual teacher, department head, and two members of the 

teachers' department. September to January—Classroom visits, at least three per 

teacher, which were immediately followed by an oral and written evaluation. 
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January—Annual evaluation conference between the teacher and two department 

heads; written summary sent to the dean of the faculty, the headmaster, and the 

teacher. 

The teacher evaluation process, comprised of classroom visitations preceded 

by a conference and a formal written evaluation, included setting individual personal 

goals for the current academic year and the development of a personal statement 

which was cumulative and was reviewed each year. Teachers were encouraged to set 

goals commensurate with professional development and areas of experience. 

Administrators gained an impression of a teacher's effectiveness through frequent 

classroom visits and conversations with the teacher, colleagues, students, and 

parents. 

If a teacher was assessed as weak in an area, special direction and more 

classroom supervision were provided. A consultation with the teacher, the dean of 

faculty and the division head resulted in the development of an improvement plan 

within a specific time frame. At the end of the designated time, the team met again to 

review the teacher's performance. The decision not to renew a teacher's contract was 

made at this stage of the process. 

One teacher's remarks about the evaluation process concluded with a comment 

that reflected the teacher's attitude to the systematic process in this school: 

"classroom visits preceded by a conference are not an exercise in fault-finding but aim 

to praise [teachers] for strengths and to help [teachers] grow professionally." 

There was no tenure at this school; teachers received one-year term contracts. 

Heads of departments maintained a continual process of evaluation, and teachers who 

did not meet the standards were given a year to improve or to find other employment. 
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Although the evaluation process was identified as formative, school personnel 

did not perceive summative and formative evaluation to be mutually inclusive. 

Checklists and rating forms were not included in the process. The opinions of teachers 

at this school were reflected in the statement of one teacher that "if the school policy 

deemed that teachers were recruited nationwide and selected because they had been 

assessed to be the calibre of teacher accepted at the school, then rating teachers 

became a derogatory procedure." 

The administrator of this school justified the lack of rating instruments in the 

evaluation process because the rating of teachers according to specified criteria was 

regarded as "an excuse for evaluation," a procedure that "ducks the issue." The real 

issue was the identification of "what makes a great teacher." "At our school we are 

looking for inspiring teachers. Here, competence won't cut it. That's not what parents 

are paying high tuition for. Teachers know that they are being held to this higher 

standard." 

One teacher further clarified faculty perceptions by stating that "The teachers 

who decide on a career at this school are not interested in advancement to 

administrative positions" and "are satisfied with accolades within the system, rather 

than aspiring to be in charge of it." The school used goal-setting for continuous 

teacher growth and development to identify exemplary performance. The cumulative 

formal written assessments were used primarily to make contract offers. 

The creativity and initiative of program development were reflected in requests 

for professional development submitted in 1986-87 for summer study and summer 

travel provided by the school. One teacher planned to go to France and Austria to 

observe home study programs for introduction at the school the following year. 
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Another teacher planned to attend a Gesell workshop in order to become more 

proficient in evaluating students. 

New faculty members were given a one-day orientation. The provision of a 

"buddy" for the first year aided in the orientation process, including familiarization with 

school procedures. 

The interviews revealed that teachers were well informed about the evaluative 

process as quality maintenance and about professional development as an integral 

part of the functioning of the school. Included in staff development were the deans of 

faculty, student representatives, department heads, the school psychologist, master 

teachers holding endowed chairs, and a senior master. 

Funding sources for professional development included parent club loans, the 

budget of dean of faculty for professional meetings, foundation funds for summer 

workshops and summer study, speakers, in-service training, a faculty retreat to 

review the past year and plan for the next one, collegial classroom observations, and 

excellence-in-teaching awards. Excellence-in-teaching awards provided both 

financial recognition for outstanding classroom performance and professional incentive 

for mid-career teachers to remain in the profession. 

Teachers were allowed release time to pursue areas of individual talents, 

interests, and professional expertise. The provision and encouragement for teachers 

to serve as speakers, consultants, participants, graders at professional conferences, 

board and committee members, or participants in testing services such as the college 

board, were considered a source of professional growth. Such professional provisions 

were viewed as a benefit to the school. The infusion of innovative ideas resulting from 

such teacher pursuits added to the existing curriculum and fostered the development of 

new programs. 
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School 5 

This was a suburban, college-preparatory, nondenominational coeducational 

school in Texas, with an enrollment of 1,120 middle- and upper-class students in 

kindergarten through grade 12. Founded in 1946, this school offered a challenging 

program to motivate students to meet high academic standards. 

This school was studied because its evaluation process was formal, comprised 

multiple evaluations, was differentiated for new and continuing teachers, and was 

designed to be a continuous formative assessment of teacher growth in instructional 

strategies as well as an annual summative assessment. 

Described in the school literature as a quality assurance program, the criteria 

and procedures for the evaluation of administrators, experienced teachers, and staff 

were clearly specified. Provisions for new teachers and teachers beginning their 

career at the school were also specified. The evaluation of teachers included peer 

evaluation, student evaluation in the upper school, and a personal statement by 

individual teachers which was updated after each evaluation. The school's evaluation 

program description specified that teacher evaluation was a summative process linked 

to professional development. The process was designed to help teachers perform 

effectively, to provide data for recognition of merit, and to identify weaknesses in order 

to help teachers improve. 

In this school there was disagreement about the role of the chief administrator 

as a participant in the evaluation process in the lower school (5 or 50.0%). The chief 

administrator responded that teachers were evaluators, but teachers disagreed (5 or 

50%). Teachers' comments explained that the chief administrator received and acted 

on the reports of division and department heads. On the items related to the purpose 
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of evaluation, teachers disagreed with the administrator that teachers were evaluated 

according to their own goals and objectives (6 or 60.0%), and on the personnel 

involved in the development of professional development programs (6 or 60%). 

Teachers also disagreed on the function of master teachers to assist new teachers (7 

or 70.0%). One teacher explained that such assistance was informal and was 

provided by the department or the division head rather than by a master teacher. 

Teachers were unsure of the amount of the professional development budget (10 or 

100.0%) and sources of funding (9 or 90.0%). 

The evaluation process in this school utilized a committee approach, designed 

for effective functioning of the school. Although it was not influenced by processes in 

other schools, the materials included were from public schools and institutions of 

higher education. The process evolved after many revisions to meet the specific needs 

of teacher quality assurance within the constraints of the school's mission statement. 

This systematic method of evaluation, which replaced a very informal process, had the 

specified purposes of (a) helping individual teachers recognize their strengths and 

potential weaknesses, (b) identifying the particular contribution of individual teachers 

so that they could capitalize on these and share successful techniques with others, 

and (c) identifying teaching weaknesses in order to help teachers deal with possible 

problems before they became serious. The process did not include a set of guidelines 

or standards by which a teacher's performance was measured. Rather, it allowed for 

individual expertise, initiative, and creativity, as stated in the introduction to the 

evaluation process: 

The school respects the individualism of its teachers; it respects and welcomes 
that its teachers have strong and individual ideas about education. The school 
recognizes the fact that each of its teachers must be allowed a great deal of 
freedom in deciding on particular strategies for effective teaching within the larger 
school context. 
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First-year teachers were not evaluated. Evaluation of teachers was begun in 

the second year of teaching and was conducted every fourth year thereafter. Teachers 

were evaluated by the chief administrator, the department head, and students. Peer 

evaluation was optional. The teachers concurred that they were well informed about 

the steps of the process, which were as follows: 

1. The teacher writes a personal statement. This is a framework within 

which colleagues can evaluate teachers according to the teacher's own goals and 

strategies. During the first three weeks of school the teacher meets with the chief 

administrator and the department head. At this meeting a written statement of the 

teacher's course goals, an outline of the course curriculum, representative 

assignments, and sample tests are discussed with the teacher. At this meeting dates 

are set for classroom visitations and for the completion of student questionnaires. 

2. The evaluator visits the teacher's class. During these visits, the 

observer assesses the implementation of the teacher's goals and strategies as 

discussed in the pre-observation conference and outlined in the personal statement. 

The evaluator assesses the consistency of what the teacher has specified as goals to 

be achieved, what happens in the classroom, and the consistency of classroom 

performance and the school's philosophy. After completion of classroom visits, the 

chief administrator and department head meet to discuss the teacher observations. 

The chief administrator writes a synthesis of the observations and sets a date to 

discuss the results of the assessment with the teacher. 

3. A written summary of findings is given to the teacher. The faculty 

member is given a copy of the summary of the findings and may either (a) accept and 

return it, signed, within 15 days; (b) accept it with reservations, which should be 
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indicated in a letter attached to the returned summary; or (c) reject it and ask the chief 

administrator to reconsider his evaluation. 

The teachers perceived that, although individual help was rarely needed by the 

faculty, the process included such provisions. Helping teachers was not the main 

reason for evaluation; but rather, it "monitors that effectiveness is maintained." 

The teachers did not perceive that evaluation outcomes were linked to 

professional development activities, but rather the evaluation itself was not as 

important as "having a peer from his or her discipline on the evaluation committee to 

share ideas." The improvement of teaching techniques was considered to be an 

indirect outcome of evaluation because of the "sharing of ideas." Examples suggested 

by teachers included "the sharing of ideas about techniques to motivate high school 

English students to read more" and "the sharing of ideas on the most effective and 

meaningful activity to introduce a new concept." 

The benefits of evaluation were not considered as outcomes, but were 

incorporated into the process. The writing of a personal statement developed self-

awareness and, according to one teacher, served as a positive reinforcement, "having 

an individual philosophy on paper was a vehicle to communicate a teacher's ideas to 

the administration." 

A written formal report was considered to be an accolade. Teachers felt that it 

was beneficial, but also important for their feeling of self-worth, to have 

documentation that they were "doing a good job and that they had the approval of the 

administration." 

The perceptions of six of the teachers interviewed reflected that teachers did 

not see the need for the school to provide professional development opportunities 

since the faculty had the ability to publish and to present workshops. Professional 
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development was identified as "discussion with these personnel about continuing 

research to keep current in their disciplines," "discussion of proposals for attendance 

at national symposia in their respective disciplines where their attendance would be 

beneficial in keeping current with research," and "discussion of applications for 

fellowships." 

A perception of evaluation in an independent school was described by a faculty 

member: 

The purpose is to be a positive help to the teacher under consideration. This 
charge is stated in writing and reinforced orally. However, as in many schools both 
public and private, many faculty perceive the procedure as a threat. No amount of 
reassurance seems to modify the fear. 

This teacher clarified this perception by placing the evaluation in an 

independent school in a historical perspective: 

A lot has happened since World War II with the "old boy network." You could 
bury yourself in an independent school, and a headmaster lasted forever—maybe 
20 years. Now the whole political tenor of the independent school is changing. 
There is a turnover of a Headmaster on an average every five years, contracts are 
offered annually, the criteria of what makes a good teacher is [sic] undecided, and 
independent school teachers are becoming more insecure. Evaluation is either a 
vacuous experience replete with information to place on file to be used if 
necessary, or an accolade that gives the teacher a pat on the back. 

Other teachers shared the opinion of the evaluation process as "the 

constructive working relationship between evaluators and teachers," "the sharing of 

teaching techniques," and "an unwritten provision to team teach and observe the 

classroom teaching of colleagues." However, teachers related that they were not sure 

what was actually done with written evaluation results. Teachers were also not sure 

who actually saw the report. They were uncertain about the follow-up to the report 

and believed that reports were compiled for an annual report to the board of trustees. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purposes of this study were to determine (a) what teacher evaluation 

processes or instruments are being used in the 45 independent schools of the 

Southwest, (b) what types of professional development activities or programs are 

provided for the teachers in these schools, and (c) how the development and 

implementation of the teacher evaluation process and professional development 

programs are perceived by the teaching faculty in the selected schools. 

Questionnaires were administered to the 45 administrative heads of schools, 

resulting in a return of 84.4% (38/45) of the instruments for analysis. Evaluation 

instruments and descriptions of evaluation processes were collected from 30 schools, 

including 2 schools which did not return the completed survey instrument. From the 

28 schools submitting both completed questionnaires and evaluation programs, 5 

schools met the criteria for selection for on-site visitations. These schools were 

visited, and 10 teachers in each school completed the survey instrument and were 

interviewed concerning their perceptions of the development and implementation of the 

school's teacher evaluation process and professional development program. Relevant 

school documents were reviewed to verify the administrator and teacher responses. 

Summary of the Findings 

In order to determine the teacher evaluation processes in effect in independent 

schools of the Southwest an analysis of components of the process, including policy 

116 
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provisions for informing teachers about the process, the personnel who evaluated 

teachers, the instruments used, and the professional development opportunities 

available for teachers, was utilized. 

An analysis of teacher evaluation instruments and procedures collected from 

independent schools of the Southwest in 1986-87 reveals that the diversity which has 

traditionally characterized the philosophies of independent schools is reflected in their 

evaluation processes. The survey of components of teacher evaluation in independent 

schools of the Southwest revealed that most schools included some degree of 

provisions for teachers to be informed of all aspects of the program. Of the 38 schools 

surveyed, 89.5% reported that teachers were informed about the evaluation process 

and its purpose. To a lesser degree, it was evident that the criteria on which teachers 

were to be evaluated were specified. Teachers in schools which did not describe the 

procedure in their faculty handbook knew about the procedure primarily by reading the 

instrument (50.0%), by reading a typed summary of the procedure (31.2%), or by 

verbal information during a meeting between the administrator and teacher (18.8%). 

An explanation of the evaluation process by the chief administrator of the 

school was not a major requirement. However, when provided, the explanation was 

primarily oral. Only 16 of the 38 schools had policies which required administrators to 

explain the evaluation process to the faculty. This explanation was either oral 

(56.2%), oral and written (31.2%), or written (12.5%). 

The schools surveyed reported a formal requirement that evaluation be 

conducted by the chief administrator (60.5%), the head of the division (47.4%), the 

head of the department (47.4%), peers (23.7%), self (53.3%), and students (26.3%), 

but not by parents. Teacher evaluation was a policy of 89.5% (34/38) of the schools 
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surveyed. A few schools with informal evaluation processes utilized parents' opinions 

and pupils' feelings. 

Evaluations were conducted at least twice annually by administrative and 

supervisory personnel. Evaluations were usually held in the fall and spring by the 

chief administrator (60.9%), the head of the division (61.1%), or the head of the 

department (50.0%). 

According to the survey findings, evaluations were conducted without the use 

of an instrument in some schools that reported evaluation as a formal requirement. 

Instruments were primarily used by the head of the division (94.4%), the chief 

administrator (87.0%), self (85.7%), the head of department (83.3%), peers (77.8%), 

and students (70.0%). 

A pre-evaluation conference was held before an evaluation by immediate 

supervisory personnel. The heads of divisions (66.7%) and the heads of departments 

(66.7%) usually conducted pre-evaluation conferences; peers, however, were involved 

to a greater extent (66.7%) than were chief administrators. Less frequently, a 

conference also preceded self-evaluation (33.3%) and evaluation by students (30.0%). 

The survey revealed, and on-site visitations confirmed, that some schools 

were using a goal-oriented approach which included the requirement that teachers 

write a statement of individual goals and objectives to guide classroom observations. 

Statements which included the setting and achievement of goals and objectives were 

reported to be included in evaluation by heads of the departments (77.8%), peers 

(77.8%), heads of the divisions (72.2%), self (61.9%), chief administrators (56.5%), 

and students (40.0%). 
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Student achievement was not a criterion for the evaluation of teachers in most 

independent schools. However, it was included in some schools for evaluation by the 

chief administrator (47.8%) and the head of the division (44.8%). 

Although emphasis was placed on a goal-oriented approach and teacher 

involvement in the evaluation process, there was less evidence among the schools 

surveyed of a post-evaluation conference than of a pre-evaluation conference. Post-

evaluation conferences, conducted after all types of evaluations to varying degrees, 

were carried out primarily by administrative and supervisory personnel: the heads of 

the departments (94.4%), the heads of divisions (83.3%), and the chief administrators 

(82.6%). Conferences also followed evaluation by peers (77.8%), self-evaluation 

(42.9%), and evaluation by students (30.0%). Diversity was evident in the actual 

communication of the results of the evaluation. Some evaluators gave verbal feedback 

after a classroom visit, some used a written report, and others communicated their 

findings by letter. 

Chief administrators were the least involved in follow-up responses to 

evaluations, including the development of a teacher improvement plan. Teacher 

improvement plans were formulated after evaluation by department heads (83.3%), 

division heads (83.3%), the chief administrator (73.9%), and peers (55.0%), with little 

consideration given to data from student evaluations (30.0%). The role of the 

administrator in teacher evaluation, although not evident from the survey instrument, 

was clarified by on-site visitations as being responsible for the annual formal 

narrative summary. 

Administrators reported that the use of evaluation data to determine teacher 

competency was primarily a result of evaluation by the chief administrator (87.6%), 

division head (83.6%), department head (66.7%), and peers (66.7%). Data for salary 
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increments, dismissal, contract renewal, and promotion were primarily obtained from 

administrator evaluations only. The determination of the teachers' use of approved 

classroom management skills included data from evaluations by the chief 

administrators as well as students. It was also evident from the major areas of 

discrepancy between administrators and teachers in the on-site visitations that 

teachers were not aware of the summative purposes of evaluation. Comments written 

on the instruments and made during the interviews conveyed the opinion of a minority 

of the respondents that questions related to retention, dismissal, and contract renewal 

"sounded more like public schools." Also, when teachers were employed on a year-

to-year basis, other factors could determine contract non-renewal. For example, a 

letter or a telephone call from the right parent or a board member could, as one 

member explained, "undo a good evaluation." 

In order to determine what constituted the evaluation processes in independent 

schools, a major emphasis of this study was to investigate the type of instruments 

used in the schools. It is the instruments that delineate the approach to teacher 

evaluation in independent schools of the Southwest in 1986-87. 

An analysis of the instruments submitted provides the following 

classifications: 

1. Very Informal Teacher Evaluation. Very informal teacher evaluation 

procedures in the independent schools of the Southwest were evident from material 

submitted by 3 of the 28 schools. These schools used procedures which may be 

described as totally subjective and included intuitive judgments. They did not use 

evaluation instruments. In these schools information was channeled verbally to the 

chief administrator by parents and students. The chief administrator made informal 

visits to classrooms, and perceptions of teachers' performance and their general 
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contributions to the school were then submitted to teachers in a letter at the end of the 

school year. 

2. Informal Teacher Evaluation. In seven schools the procedures in use may 

be described as subjective. These schools did not use a standardized rating form, but 

employed an instrument with a statement or question format that included guidelines 

for classroom observations of teachers. Unlike the very informal processes, there was 

evidence of written procedures, but systematic procedural steps were absent. There 

was also evidence of classroom observations and provisions for documentation with 

the use of self-evaluation forms, behavior checklists, points to guide evaluation and 

parent questionnaires, and a written summary of classroom visits by the chief 

administrator, the head of the division, or the head of the department. 

3. Formal Teacher Evaluation. In 12 of the 28 schools, teacher evaluation 

procedures were formal. These schools used procedures that may be described as 

somewhat objective. They employed written procedures including classroom 

observation forms for identification of strengths and weaknesses, suggestions for 

improvement, and either a written improvement plan or a written summary. There 

was evidence of written procedures which included informing teachers of the 

procedures, pre-evaluation conferences, documentation of classroom visits, and use of 

a rating form with specifications for follow-up activities. 

Formal evaluation in independent schools of the Southwest included individual 

teacher goal-setting, with the evaluation process resulting in the assessment of 

accomplishment of goals or the restatement of goals. The rating forms in use included 

stated criteria for predetermined behaviors identified by the school as teacher 

characteristics necessary to the accomplishment of the school's mission statement. 
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4. Very Formal Teacher Evaluation. Very formal procedures were in use in six 

schools. These schools used procedures that were described as totally objective. 

There was evidence of (a) a policy statement and clearly written steps of the 

evaluation process, (b) pre-observation conference and procedures for collection of 

data, (c) documentation of classroom visits using specified criteria with descriptors of 

the criteria, and (d) the use of a standardized rating scale or a goal-setting process for 

the improvement of teaching and professional teacher development. These processes 

specified teachers' professional development as an outcome or had stated 

recommendations for the improvement of teaching techniques. 

In addition to the components of the evaluation process, the survey also 

investigated the types of activities or programs provided for teachers in independent 

schools of the Southwest. It was evident that schools budgeted funds for professional 

development activities of teachers. Their budgets ranged from 5% to 15% of the total 

budget (i.e., $3,000 to $40,000). The monies were derived from the operating budget 

and a special fund in 50.0% of the schools, from the operating budget only in 47.4% of 

the schools, and from a special fund only in 2.6% of the schools. The amount of money 

allocated for teacher development was contingent on the size of the school and 

affected what activities the school provided, paid for, or reimbursed. 

Staff development programs reflected a team approach. Administrators were 

involved in 81.3% of the schools and the faculty in 65.6%. Some of the schools also 

involved the business manager, the dean of the faculty, the school psychologist, and 

student representatives. The involvement of these personnel, however, was not 

apparent during the on-site visitations. For this reason, it is concluded that a 

discrepancy in terminology resulted in the association of the concept of development 

within the independent school arena—that is, development as it relates to the 
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activities of public relations, publicity, marketing, recruiting, and the procurement of 

endowments, grants, wills, and trusts. The professional development of teachers, or 

activities that foster growth within their disciplines, was contingent on the budget, but 

schools provided what monies they could afford. 

One aspect of professional development evident from the survey and verified 

by teachers during on-site visitations was the emphasis on a differentiated approach 

for novice and experienced teachers. The data revealed that beginning teachers were 

assisted by master teachers (68.4%), and that fewer schools provided a decreased 

workload for master teachers (31.6%) and beginning teachers (23.7%). As a regional 

association, independent schools of the Southwest conducted a Beginning Teacher 

Institute for teachers entering independent schools. Although attendance was 

provided for and encouraged by all schools, only three chief administrators reported 

that they required teachers to attend the Beginning Teacher Institute. Attendance at 

local educational conferences was a provision in all 38 schools and was encouraged by 

97.4% of the schools. Attendance at national conferences was provided for and 

encouraged by 92.1% of the schools. Graduate study was supported in 97.4% of the 

schools. Financial assistance was contingent on monies available in the budget and 

whether or not courses taken were necessary for state certification. Attendance at 

workshops to improve teachers' knowledge of curriculum content and teaching skills 

was supported in all schools. It was paid for by 86.8% of the schools, but required in 

only 2.6%. 

Releasing teachers to pursue areas of special interest was practiced in 71.1% 

of the schools. Visitation of other schools in order to observe innovative programs 

was encouraged by 85.7% of the schools. These schools either paid the expenses of 

the teacher or provided a substitute teacher. Membership dues or fees in professional 
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organizations were paid by 57.9% of the schools. Sixty-three percent of the schools 

paid for subscriptions to professional journals, and 84.2% provided consultants to visit 

and work with teachers. 

Although the provision of funds for attending such events as the theater and 

opera was cited as "a good idea" in the comments written on the survey instruments, 

it was offered as a provision in very few schools. Only 13.2% of the schools provided 

such benefits for teachers, and most of those solicited the funds from parents. 

Another special fund that is recommended in the literature for independent schools, 

which was evident in only a few schools, was to pay for summer travel (15.8%), 

summer study (63.2%), and sabbatical leave (7.8%). 

The following discussion of the five schools visited focuses on similarities and 

differences in the development and implementation of teacher evaluation processes as 

perceived by the faculty in the schools. 

The first school was an inner city, college preparatory, nondenominational 

school which was studied because the evaluation process was formal and 

comprehensive, used more than one instrument, and included a two-year cycle for 

probationary teachers. 

Interviews with the administrator and teachers revealed that this school 

changed from an informal to a very systematic, formalized and comprehensive 

evaluation process in the year prior to this study. This school is also an example of 

one in which the chief administrator, in reaction to recommendations of the school's 

accreditation agency, initiated, researched and modified an evaluation process for the 

school's needs. The evaluation process was selected because of the administrator's 

attendance at workshops on teacher evaluation organized by the National Association 

of Independent Schools, which promoted the process. 
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However, in spite of the well-developed program, interview responses at this 

school indicated that teachers generally resisted the idea of having their competencies 

questioned and documented. Although the faculty apparently were aware of the 

formative aspects for which evaluation data were used, they were insecure regarding 

the use of data for administrative purposes, including nonrenewal of contracts. In this 

school the instruments were well developed, with stated criteria and measurable 

behavior for each criteria, but strong support and commitment to making the evaluation 

process work during the implementation stage was not evident during the interviews. 

This school is an example of one which did not involve its faculty during the 

development stage, as evidenced by one teacher's comment that, because this was a 

private school, the administration did not have to inform teachers of such decisions as 

the selection of an evaluation process. 

The interviews also revealed that, although there was verbal communication at 

orientation and during in-service, the teachers felt the need to be better informed at 

each step of the process, and that written published clarification of the school's 

evaluation process and the steps of the process should be provided. When 

considering the focus at this school on new or beginning teachers and the involvement 

of peers in the formative aspects of evaluation, it was evident that teachers were 

unsure of the master teacher concept and of provisions for release time for teachers 

who mentor or observe others. 

Although the evaluation instrument was designed for the evaluator to cite 

weaknesses and to specify recommended professional development activities, 

teachers did not perceive that this school's professional development activities were 

an outcome of the evaluation process. Although they were primarily teacher initiated, 

and supported and funded by the school, teachers generally did not perceive their 
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activities to be related to evaluations. This school serves as an example of one that 

did not develop a list of recommended or referred professional development activities. 

Even though this was a well-developed evaluation process that clearly specified the 

integration of summative and formative evaluation with professional development, the 

actual development activities pursued by the faculty were not perceived by the 

teachers interviewed to coexist with evaluation. 

The second school was a suburban, college preparatory , nondenominational, 

coeducational school in New Mexico. This school had only middle and upper schools 

and an enrollment of 808. The school was chosen because its evaluation process was 

formal and focused upon instruction for the development of beginning, and the 

monitoring of continuing, teachers. This school also had a well-developed evaluation 

policy which indicated a goal of excellence in teaching which was linked to professional 

development. 

This school's reason for the development of the evaluation process was 

different from that of the first school. The need for a formal evaluation process came 

from within the system and from an awareness by the board of trustees and school 

administrators that the process formerly in effect was ineffective. However, this 

school was a second example of an evaluation process which was developed and 

implemented by its current administrator to replace an informal process with a formal 

one. 

The evaluation process at this school was based on research on evaluation 

processes, but unlike the first school this school incorporated the knowledge and 

experience of teacher evaluation processes which had been experienced by teachers 

and administrators. Interviews at this school revealed strong support and commitment 

to making the program work. The teachers concurred that the personnel who 
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conducted valuations were experienced and knowledgeable of content and pedagogy 

for the subjects and also assisted with the selection of faculty. It was evident from 

the interviews that teachers at this school were well informed about all aspects of the 

evaluation process and felt secure about the use of evaluation data for contract 

renewal. Teachers were aware that only proven teachers were hired, and realized 

that mediocre teachers were not encouraged. This enabled teachers to tell when they 

did not fit the expectations of the system. Teachers were also secure in the 

knowledge that, in a larger school with middle and upper schools, the focus was not on 

nurturing individual teachers but, rather, on maintaining the quality of the school by 

first ensuring the quality of the faculty. 

The attitude of the teachers toward multiple evaluations, including student 

evaluation, was favorable. Teachers perceived that multiple evaluations prevented 

one evaluator from determining the status of a teacher. It was also perceived by the 

faculty that teacher's* ability to effectively impart instruction and teachers' value to the 

system were also evaluated. It was the opinion of teachers that individuals in their 

school, where teachers were aware of the weeding-out process, were forced to be 

introspective and self-motivated in order to meet the system's expectations. 

The evaluation process, according to the faculty, was not designed to affect 

teaching style. Teachers knew and met the expectations of the school and did not 

wait to be told. The teachers perceived the outcomes of evaluation to be the dialogue 

and sharing of ideas, suggestions and techniques between evaluator and teacher. All 

teachers considered the process to be excellent when compared with their previous 

experiences, and expected it to be fully implemented in three years. 

The third school was a suburban, college preparatory, denominational, 

coeducational school in Texas with preschool through sixth grade and an enrollment of 
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310 students. This school was studied because its evaluation process, described as 

formal, did not involve the use of a formal rating instrument. The evaluation process at 

this school consisted of continuous formative clinical supervision combined with a 

self-evaluation which teachers used to set goals and identify skill areas which needed 

improvement. 

This approach differed from the monitoring approach, evident in the two 

previous schools, and used a more personalized approach for the smaller, self-

contained classrooms of a lower school. An implicit goal was to nurture teachers. But 

like the previous school, the emphasis was to mold the teacher to fit the image of the 

model teacher, as perceived by teachers and administration. 

In this school, as in the second school, teachers were involved in the 

development of the evaluation process. The appointment of unit leaders or 

experienced teachers for a specific area or grade reflected a process in effect in the 

second school. This system helped teachers through the direct participation of more 

competent and experienced faculty members. This school provided an example of a 

well-developed evaluation policy that was published in the faculty handbook. 

However, teachers were not clear about the purpose of evaluation or how the data 

were used. 

The reason for the development of the evaluation process was different from 

that in the first and second schools. In this school the process had been in effect for 

four years and, like the others, had replaced a very informal process of infrequent 

observations and verbal feedback. Developed by the present administrator upon 

assuming office, the evaluation process resulted from the administrator's review of 

research on evaluation practices in schools throughout the country during the past 20 

years. Faculty at this school were involved in developing the self-rating instrument 
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used to develop goals and to identify the skills teachers wished to develop. This 

instrument was put into effect during the year this study was conducted. 

The attitude at this school was positive. Teachers' perceptions of the process 

were similar to the second school, in which teachers participated in the developmental 

stage of the process. Because everyone received positive feedback, the faculty 

generally viewed the implementation as nonthreatening and regarded the process as 

an introspective experience which encouraged teachers to be self-motivated and to 

meet performance expectations. 

As in the first two schools, teachers perceived the utility of the process to be 

the interaction between teachers and evaluators, which resulted in the sharing of 

ideas. 

In this school, as in the first school, teachers were insecure regarding the use 

of data for administrative purposes. Teachers who were interviewed had received 

positive feedback but were unsure what would result if it had been negative. 

The majority of the faculty were not sure how evaluation affected the 

professional development program and could not describe a professional development 

program. Professional development was encouraged but not mandated. Teachers 

commented that, although the administrator circulated material about external 

workshops, there was no indication of a link between evaluation and professional 

development. Funding was provided and teachers were advised to take the initiative, 

as was evident from the faculty handbook. 

The fourth school was a suburban, college preparatory, nondenominational 

boy's school in Texas. This school included grades 1 through 12 and had an enrollment 

of 741. 
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This school was studied because it appeared to be a prototype of an emerging 

concept among independent schools—the personal statement. Although it was 

evident that the idea was being adopted from some of the material submitted by other 

schools, this school had a formal process with a specific time frame for each step of the 

evaluation process. This school specified that unproven teachers were not hired, and 

therefore the development of a process need not focus merely on assessing teachers, 

but rather on replacing ineffective faculty, identifying strong faculty and boosting their 

morale, and improving specific weaknesses with assistance. 

This school, like the third school, did not rely on instrumentation, but instead 

involved teachers in a continuous process. Teachers developed a personal statement 

which required them to set individual goals commensurate with their experience and 

professional development. 

The emphasis on evaluation as a budgetary concern was similar to the second 

school. However, in this school the administration and board of trustees built an 

endowment that included Master Teacher Chairs and funds for faculty enrichment. 

Teachers were well informed of the steps in the evaluation process which were 

clearly specified in the school literature. The implementation at this school was also 

described as nonthreatening. Teachers perceived classroom visits not as an 

administrative exercise in fault finding, but rather as an opportunity to praise 

strengths and to help teachers grow professionally. 

This school differed from the others in its emphasis on the need for coexistence 

between evaluation and recruitment to be as important as that between evaluation 

and professional development. The perceptions of the administration indicated that 

the need for a school to assess teaching and remediate weaknesses had resulted from 
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the failure of the selection process to make a match between the teacher requirements 

and the credentials, experience and expertise of the recruit. 

Because the real issue of evaluation was the identification of what makes a 

great teacher and rating teachers according to established criteria was an excuse for 

evaluation, the administrator did not perceive summative and formative evaluation to 

be mutually inclusive. Teachers perceived rating instruments as being derogatory and 

explained that they were at this school because they had been deemed competent, 

because the focus was not on measuring effectiveness, and because it also afforded 

autonomy for teachers to engage in curricular innovations. The administrator and 

teachers concurred that assistance was immediately provided when a teacher 

encountered difficulty. 

Teachers were well informed on all aspects of the process and the fact that 

cumulative formal written assessments were used for contract offers and as an 

assessment of the achievement of personal goals. As in the other schools, 

professional development was not perceived to be linked to evaluation. Development 

was perceived as provisions afforded by an ample budget that provided excellence-in-

teaching awards, grants for summer study and travel, and professional incentives such 

as teachers serving as consultants, presenters at professional workshops, and 

participants at professional conferences. 

The fifth school was a suburban, college preparatory, nondenominational, 

coeducational school in Texas. This school contained kindergarten through grade 12, 

with an enrollment of 1,120. The process at this school was studied because it was 

formal, the process was different for new and continuing teachers, multiple evaluators 

included peer evaluations, and the evaluation of teachers by students was unique to 

this school. 
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Described as a continuous formative assessment of teacher growth in 

instruction strategies as well as an annual summative assessment, evaluation was 

perceived to be both formative and summative and as being linked to professional 

development. The process was formulated from research into processes in effect in 

public schools and colleges and then revised to meet the needs of the school for a 

quality assurance process to help teachers perform effectively, to provide data for 

recognition of merit, and to identify weaknesses in order to help teachers improve. 

Teachers were well informed of the evaluation procedure which included the writing of 

a personal statement, setting dates for classroom observations, scheduled classroom 

observations, revising the personal statement, and a formal written summary. 

As was evident in the other schools, there was an element of insecurity 

regarding the summative purpose of evaluation. Teachers perceived that evaluation 

was formative and that help would be provided if it was needed. However, teachers' 

attitudes during the interviews showed that because of the calibre of teachers at the 

school the need for individual help was rare. 

The benefits of evaluation were considered to be incorporated in the process, 

rather than outcomes of the process. Teachers at this school also considered the 

benefit of evaluation to be the sharing of ideas among faculty. They cited the benefits 

of a peer from the same discipline sharing techniques on specific areas (e. g., 

motivating high school students to read more). 

Professional development activities were not directly linked to teacher 

evaluation in this school. The attitude regarding professional development was 

similar to the second school. Teachers perceived that it would be demeaning to 

suggest activities for teachers who were former university personnel, including some 

who were published. The school made budgetary provisions for teachers to pursue 
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activities that would give them merit in the organization. This school is also an 

example of a well developed and implemented process. Teachers were unsure of what 

was actually done with the written reports, but believed that the evaluation data were 

compiled for an annual report to the board of trustees. 

Discussion of the Findings 

Informing teachers of the steps involved in the teacher evaluation process is 

not currently a requirement for administrators in independent schools of the 

Southwest. This may be because many schools have not delineated the procedural 

aspects of the implementation of the evaluation process, as was made evident by the 

survey instrument and confirmed by the teachers' perceptions during interviews. The 

steps were provided in the faculty handbook by about half of the independent schools 

surveyed. Chief administrators were reluctant to specify how teachers were actually 

informed. Half of the schools apparently had not published the information to make 

teachers aware of the purpose, steps, and criteria of the evaluation process. 

Although a response regarding the method of informing teachers of the purpose 

of the evaluation process was requested only from schools which stated that such a 

requirement was policy, 50.0% of the senior administrators of the 14 schools without 

such a policy also responded that teachers would be told rather than stating how 

teachers were actually informed. Schools without such a policy informed teachers by 

"talking about evaluation upon hiring and contract time" and had an "informal 

expectation that philosophy, expectations, and process [would] be given through 

faculty meetings and workshops on evaluation," that "teachers [would] be told they 

[would] be evaluated as a function of evaluation and instruction," that "purposes are 
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generally understood," and that "the evaluation of teachers [was] for purposes 

deemed to be self-evident." 

A discussion of components of the evaluation process can be addressed in 

terms of who conducts the evaluation, which grades are evaluated, when the 

evaluation takes place, and how it is conducted. Evaluators in the independent 

schools of the Southwest are categorized as administrator, peer, self, and other. 

Because of the small size of individual school systems, the chief administrator was in 

charge of all levels and was supported by division heads. However, the chief 

administrator was not directly involved in the evaluation of teachers in schools with 

division and department heads. Of the administrative supervisory team, the chief 

administrator was least involved in follow-up activities such as the development of a 

teacher improvement plan. 

The reduced role of the administrator as evaluator is not an indication that 

power was being given to department heads. It indicates that evaluation was being 

conducted by the immediate supervisor who had knowledge of the subject content and 

pedagogy. Although not reported as a formal requirement, the incidence of and 

importance attached to peer evaluation were pervasive among schools at the time of 

the survey. Emphasis on teachers setting individual goals and initiating development 

activities, and on evaluation being based on teacher expertise and experience was 

also evident. 

Teacher evaluation was not directly linked to professional development in the 

schools surveyed. The attitude displayed was that such a relationship was not 

necessary in these schools. Respondents believed that teachers in the schools were 

carefully selected, deemed competent, and helped by individual school personnel to 
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develop and maintain effective teaching strategies in order to support the objectives of 

the school. 

While it is apparent from the synopsis of instruments contained in Chapter 4 

that many schools utilized single instruments as a mere formality, not all evaluations 

are formalized or follow a prescribed process. This is exemplified by comments such 

as a statement by one chief administrator that sporadic evaluations were done "as 

circumstances warrant" and by another that "informal evaluations based on informal 

observations are frequent." Often such informal evaluations were conducted when 

necessary to "resolve a problem the teacher is experiencing—small or large." 

Teachers were aware of the availability of funds for professional development 

activities. A major finding of the study, however, was that this was not seen as a 

direct outcome of evaluation. Rather, activities were self-initiated, with an emphasis 

on grants, fellowships, summer study, and summer travel awards based on merit. 

A differentiated approach was needed for probationary and non-probationary 

novices and experienced teachers. Careful observation of teachers entering the 

independent school, whether new to the teaching field or only to the individual school, 

was evident. Although teachers were assessed as competent at the time of their 

initial employment, they were expected to prove themselves as professionals. 

Teachers in the on-site visitation schools gave the impression that those who 

did not measure up to the expectations of the school left. With an annual contract, and 

continuing performance evaluation, evaluation was not used for summative purposes. 

Conclusions 

The data collected and analyzed in this study support the conclusion that, 

during the 1986-87 school year, evaluation processes in the independent schools 
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surveyed were not nebulous or nonexistent, as described by Shoemaker (1977). 

Evaluation instruments in the Southwest range from very informal to very formal; 

however, only a few schools continue to adhere to an informal evaluation process for 

teachers. A general trend is emerging in which administrators in independent schools 

are progressing from a "no-policy" attitude toward evaluation to a more formal and 

accountable process. 

Evaluation processes in the five schools visited are widely diversified and 

were developed and implemented to serve the needs of individual schools to 

effectively impart instruction based on the perceptions of the administrators. 

However, all schools seek to focus on perfecting their faculty. 

The inclusion of teacher self-evaluation and peer evaluation, setting and 

achievement of personal goals, and self-initiated professional development activities 

give teachers a sense of responsibility for their own professional growth and for 

meeting the expectations of the school. It appears that nonpublic schools have been 

touched by the school reform movement, by accreditation agencies which require 

schools to provide evidence of an evaluation program, and by the necessity to provide 

opportunities for the professional growth and development of faculty. 

Some concerns for the development and implementation of teacher evaluation 

programs in independent schools include the following: 

1. Teachers are not aware of the use of summative evaluation data for 

administrative decisions or of how evaluation relates to contract nonrenewal. 

2. In the development and implementation of teacher evaluation and 

professional development processes teachers are unsure of the role of the chief 

administrator as an observer, evaluator or compiler of summative evaluation. 
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3. A positive outcome of teacher evaluation is the direct involvement of 

experienced, competent teachers with new or beginning teachers. However, the 

concept of mentor-master teachers needs to be clarified and defined in the context of 

each school. 

4. Independent schools do not develop professional development programs. 

They provide funding and expect the teachers to take the initiative. 

Implications and Recommendations 

American education seeks a prototype, a common system for measuring the 

effectiveness of teachers after they become practitioners in the classroom, and to 

improve instructional strategies. The independent schools surveyed used their 

"independence" to assess teachers at recruitment and to develop and implement 

teacher evaluation and professional development programs most appropriate to the 

needs of their individual schools. 

This research reveals a dimension to be considered in the reform effort which 

seeks to find a process for placing teachers who can effectively manage the 

instructional process in the classroom; that is, the importance of the teacher selection 

process. All systems can benefit from the strategy of recruiting and selecting teachers 

who are qualified and competent. The determination of the competency of the teacher 

is not an issue for the evaluation process but, rather, for the recruitment and selection 

process. Therefore, the teacher selection process is more important for quality 

assurance than the teacher evaluation process. 

An analysis of the on-site visitation data revealed that teachers could not 

specify whether the process used was formative or summative as there was no 

distinction made between the helping and rating role of the evaluator. By addressing 
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the concern of who should evaluate and the role of the school administrator, the 

implementation of teacher evaluation in the on-site visitation schools has implications 

for any school system. Evaluation was conducted by personnel with experience and a 

background in the same discipline, and the department head maintained the 

summative role in the evaluation of teachers. In other words, evaluation was the 

responsibility of the immediate supervisor. Teacher evaluations from division and 

department heads were summarized and were discussed with chief administrators, 

who provided annual narrative summaries of performance. Chief administrators did 

not conduct all evaluations; department heads conducted evaluations of the skills, 

methodology, and curriculum content relevant to the subject area. The heads of lower, 

middle, and upper schools monitored classroom management regarding techniques and 

methodology for respective age groups. Improvement was implemented as 

expeditiously as necessary with immediate feedback, rather than recommendations for 

course work or workshops. 

It is evident, however, that some schools have developed and implemented 

formalized processes of evaluation while others are still at the developmental stage. 

It is therefore recommended that the Independent Schools Association of the 

Southwest consider four generalizations which emerged from this study as concerns 

which should be addressed by schools, regardless of the type of evaluation process 

used in them: (a) each school should develop a teacher evaluation policy, (b) each 

school should develop evaluation criteria and procedures that relate to each teacher's 

classification, (c) each school should delineate the specific role of the chief 

administrator in the evaluation process, and (d) each school should design a program 

of preferred professional development activities for each teacher's classification and 

level of school. 
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The findings of this study also have implications for educators in the public 

schools. If teacher evaluation is to improve instructional techniques for all systems, it 

should focus on the recruitment and selection process in order to ensure that teachers 

know the subject matter, that teachers know how to impart the subject content, and 

that opportunities are provided by the school for the continued professional growth of 

teachers. 

Finally, it is recommended that further research on teacher evaluation in 

independent schools include the investigation of how and why schools select a 

particular teacher evaluation process. 
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Code 

K1 

LI 
L2 
L3 
L4 
L5 
L6 
L7 
L8 
L9 
L10 
Ll l 
L12 

N1 
N2 
N3 
N4 
N5 

01 
02 
03 
04 

T1 
T2 
T3 
T4 
T5 
T6 
T7 
T8 
T9 
T10 
T i l 
T12 

State 

KANSAS 

LOUISIANA 

NEW MEXICO 

OKLAHOMA 

TEXAS 

School 

Wichita Collegiate School 

Academy of the Sacred Heart 
Ascension Day School 
Episcopal High School 
Isidore Newman School 
The Louise S. McGehee School 
Metairie Park Country Day School 
St. Andrew's Episcopal School 
St. George's Episcopal School 
St. Martin's Episcopal School 
St. Paul's Episcopal 
Southfield School 
Trinity Episcopal School 

Albuquerque Academy 
Manzano Day School 
Rio Grande School 
Sandia Preparatory School 
Santa Fe Preparatory School 

Casady School 
Heritage Hall School 
Holland Hall School 
Westminster Day School 

Beth Yeshurun Day School 
Cistercian Preparatory School 
The Episcopal School of Dallas 
Fort Worth Country Day School 
Greenhill School 
The Hockaday School 
The Kinkaid School 
The Lamplighter School 
Marine Military Academy 
St. Clement's Episcopal Parish School 
St. John's Episcopal School 
St. John's School 
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T13 St. Luke's Episcopal School 
T14 St. Mark's School of Texas 
T15 St. Mary's Hall 
T16 St. Stephen's Episcopal School 
T17 San Marcos Baptist Academy 
T18 The Selwyn School 
T19 Texas Military Institute 
T20 Trinity Episcopal School 
T21 Trinity School of Midland 
T22 Trinity Valley School 
T23 The Winston School 
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Date 

Name of Administrator, Title 
School Address 
City, State, Zip Code 

Dear : 

I am currently an independent school administrator with an interest in teacher career 
development. As a requirement for my doctorate degree at North Texas State 
University, I am conducting a study of teacher evaluation processes and professional 
development programs in independent schools. Therefore, I am asking the senior 
administrator in each member school of the Independent Schools Association of the 
Southwest to please complete the enclosed questionnaire. 

The results of this study will add needed information to this area of concern to all 
administrators and teachers in independent schools. 

I assure you that you and your school will remain anonymous. If you wish, I will send 
you an abstract of the results. 

Please return the enclosed questionnaire no later than November 30, 1986. 

Thank you for participating in this important study. 

Yours sincerely, 

Bronte B. Gonsalves 

This study is being conducted under the direction of Dr. Frank Kemerer, Professor of Education, 
North Texas State University, and with the cooperation of Dr. Richard Ekdahl, Executive Director of 
the Independent Schools Association of the Southwest. 



145 

Date 

Name of Administrator, Title 
Name of School 
Address 

City, State, Zip Code 

Dear : 
The response to my request for the Heads of the Independent Schools of the 
Southwest to participate in my research project has been very gratifying. 

Please send me a copy of the evaluation instrument used at your school. 

Thank you for your interest and participation in my research project. 

Sincerely, 

Bronte B. Gonsalves 
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A SURVEY OF TEACHER EVALUATION PROCESSES AND 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS IN 

INDEPENDENT SCHOOLS 

TO BE COMP1 FTFD RY THE SENIOR ADMINISTRATOR OF THE 
SCHOOL 

This questionnaire is divided into the following two parts: 

SECTION A: TEACHER EVALUATION 

1. School Policy Concerning the Teacher Evaluation Process 

2. Participation in the Teacher Evaluation Process, Including 

A. The Chief Administator (Head of School) 
B. Division Heads (Head of Upper, Middle, Lower School) 
C. Department Heads (Head of Science, Math Dept., etc.) 
D. Teaching Colleagues (Peer Evaluation) 
E. Self Evaluation 
F. Students 
G. Parents 

3. Purposes of Teacher Evaluation 

SECTION B: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

1. Budget 

2. Professional Development Provisions 

r 
Please respond only to the sections that are presently format requirements at your 
school. 

Please place an 'x' beside your answer, e.g., YES (X). 

Some questions require you to write descriptions of specific activities; please do 
so to the best of your knowledge. 
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SECTION A: TEACHER EVALUATION 

PART 1: SCHOOL POLICY CONCERNING THE EVALUATION PROCESS 

1. Does your school have a teacher evaluation policy? 

YES[ ] NO{ ] 

2. Does school policy provide a requirement for teachers to be informed of the purpose of 
the evaluation process? 

Yes[ ] NO[ ] 

If YES, how are teachers informed? 

3. Does the faculty handbook provide details of the steps involved in the teacher evaluation 
process? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

If NO, how are teachers informed? 

Does the faculty handbook provide specific criteria on which teachers will be evaluated? 

Yes[ ] NO[ ] 

If NO, how are teachers informed of the evaluation criteria? 

5. Does school policy provide a requirement for administrators to explain the evaluation 
process to teachers? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

If YES, is this explanation ORAL [ ] or WRITTEN [ ]? 
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SECTION A 
PART 2: COMPONENTS OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS 

1. DOGS your school have 
a formal requirement 
that teachers be eval-
uated by the following? 

2. At which level of the 
school are teachers 

evaluated? 

a. Lower School 
Including Preschool 

b. Lower School 
a Middle School 
d. Upper School 

3. When are teachers 
evaluated? 

a. Fail 
b. Spring 
a Fall and Spring 

4. Is i written, evaluation 
instrument used by the 
school to evaluate 
teachers? 

5. Ooes a discussion with 
the teacher precede an 
evaluation? 

6. Is the teacher evaluated 
according to the 
teacher's own goals and 
objectives? 

7. Is student achievement 
used as one of the 
aiteria for teacher 
evaluation? 

8. Ooes a discussion with 
the teacher follow an 
evaluation? 

9. Is a teacher improvement 
plan developed as a 
result of an evaluation? 
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of 
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IF OTHER TEACHER EVALUATION PROCEDURES ARE IN EFFECT IN YOUR SCHOOL, PLEASE 
DESCRIBE 



SECTION A 
PART 3: PURPOSES OF TEACHER EVALUATION 
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1. Is teacher evaluation 
used to determine: 

a, If a teacher is 
competent? 

b. If a teacher should 
receive a salary 
increment? 

c. Grounds for dismissing 
a teacher. 

d. Criteria for the promo-
tion of a teachof7 

e. tf a teacher uses 
approved dassroom 
management skills? 

f. If a teacher's contract 
should be renewed? 

g. If a teacher is covering 
the academic material 
he/she was employed 
to cover? 

h. If a teacher has 
command of the sub-
ject matter? 

i. If a teacher's class 
presentations are well 
planned and organized' 

j. If a teacher uses dass 
time effectively? 

k. How to improve a 
teacher's communi-
cations with parents? 

1. How to help a teacher 
improve rapport with 
students? 

m. How to help a teacher 
better motivate 
students? 
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SECTION A 
PART 3: PURPOSES OF TEACHER EVALUATION (Continued) 

ru How to provide a 
teacher with dass-
room discipline 
techniques and 
strategies? 

o. How to help a 
teacher develop 
better lesson 
plans? 

p. How to improve a 
teacher's use of 
instructional aids 
and materials? 

q. How to help a 
teacher individ-
ualize the 
instructional 
program for 
students? 

r. Howtoheipa 
teacher develop 
activities to meet 
instructional 
objectives? 

s. Howtoheipa 
teacher manage 
class time 
effectively? 

t Howtoheipa 
teacher improve 
dass morale? 
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IF OTHER TEACHER EVALUATION IS USED FOR OTHER PURPOSES IN YOUR SCHOOL, PLEASE 
DESCRIBE 
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SECTION B: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

PART 1: BUDGET 

1. Does your school have a professional development budget? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

2. What amount or percentage of your budget is allocated for staff development? 

3. Are monies derived from: 

a. Operating Budget [ ] 

b. Special Fund [ ] 

c. Both [ ] 

Comment: 

4. List all those who are involved in the staff development programs in your school. 
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SECTION B: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPEMENT 

PART 2: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS 

1. Does your school provide for: 

a. Master teachers to assist new teachers? 
YES[ ] NO[ ] 

b. Master teachers to be given a decreased work load? 
YES[ ] NOI ] 

c. New teachers to be given a decreased work load? 
YES{ ] NO{ ] 

d. Attendance of new/beginning teachers at the ISAS Beginning Teacher Institute? 
YES[ ] NO{ ] 

PLEASE LIST ANY PROGRAMS AT YOUR SCHOOL FOR NEW TEACHERS OR 
TEACHERS WHO ARE BEGINNING THEIR TEACHING EXPERIENCE AT YOUR 
SCHOOL 

2. Does your school provide opportunities for teachers to: 

a. Attend regional ISAS conferences? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

If YES, is this REQUIRED [ J ENCOURAGED [ ] 

Does your school pay for or reimburse teachers who attend Regional ISAS 
Conferences? 
YES[ ] NO[ ] 

If YES, what amount or percentage? 

b. Attend local educational conferences? 

YES{ ] NO[ ] 

If YES, is this REQUIRED [ ] ENCOURAGED [ ] 

Does your school pay for or reimburse teachers who attend local educational 
conferences? 
YES [ ] NO [ ] 

If YES, what amount or percentage? 
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c. Attend national conferences? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

If YES, is this REQUIRED [ ] ENCOURAGED [ ] 

Does your school pay for or reimburse teachers who attend national 
conferences? 

YES{ ] NO[ ] 

If YES, what amount or percentage? 

d. Pursue graduate courses? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

If YES, is this REQUIRED [ ] ENCOURAGED [ ] 

Does your school pay for or reimburse teachers who pursue graduate courses? 

YES[ ] NO [ J 

e. Attend workshops in their specific teaching area in order to improve subject 
matter and teaching skills? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

If YES, is this REQUIRED [ ] ENCOURAGED [ ] 

Does your school pay for or reimburse teachers who attend such workshops? 

YES[ ] NO I ] 

If YES, what amount or percentage?___ 

f. Pursue special projects, conferences, or workshops of personal interest on 
release time? 

YES[ ] NO [ J 

If YES, is this REQUIRED [ ] ENCOURAGED [ ] 

Does your school pay for or reimburse teachers who pursue special interests on 
release time? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

If YES, what amount or percentage? 
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g. Visit and observe innovative programs in other schools on release time? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

If YES, is this REQUIRED [ ] ENCOURAGED [ ] 

Does your school pay for or reimburse teachers who visist other schools on 
release time? 

If YES, what amount or percentage? ; 

3. a. Does your school pay for a teacher's membership in professional education 
organizations? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

b. Does your school pay for a teacher's subscription to professional education 
journals? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

4. Does your school provide for consultants and/or experts in given fields to spend a few 
days at the school to assist teachers? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

5. Does your school provide a cultural fund from which teachers may use money to 
purchase tickets to the theater, opera, athletic, and other events? 

YES[ ] NO[ I 

6. Does your school provide a fund which assists teachers with: 

a. Summer travel? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 

b. Summer study? 

YES( ] NO{ ] 

c. Sabbatical leave? 

YES[ ] NO[ ] 
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PLEASE ADD ANY PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS UNIQUE TO YOUR SCHOOL 
WHICH WERE NOT INCLUDED IN THIS SURVEY. 
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Date 

Name of Panel Member, Title 
Name of School Address 
City, State, Zip Code 

Dear : 

Thank you for agreeing during our telephone conversation on (date) to participate in 
my dissertation efforts. As I mentioned, I am a candidate for the degree of Doctor of 
Philosophy at North Texas State University in Denton, Texas. 

My dissertation is a study of teacher evaluation processes and teacher development 
programs in the independent schools of the Southwest. This study will survey all 
IS AS member schools in order to determine the existence of evaluation processes and 
evaluation programs. Based on this survey, I will select schools for case study in 
order to determine how a school's evaluation process impacts the professional 
development programs at that school. In order to do that I have constructed the 
enclosed survey instrument. I am requesting your help in validating this instrument. 
Please make any modifications and return to me at your earliest convenience in the 
enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. 

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance. 

Respectfully, 

Bronte B. Gonsalves 

This study is being conducted under the direction of Dr. Frank R. Kemerer, Professor of Education, 
North Texas State University, and with the cooperation of Dr. Richard Ekdahl, Executive Director of 
the Independent Schools association of the Southwest. 
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PANEL MEMBERS 

The following individuals participated in validating the survey instrument. 

1. Dr. Margaret Loeffler 
Chairman, ISAS Professional Development Committee 
Casady School 
P. O. Box 20390 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73156 

2. Susan Norwood 
Member, ISAS Professional Development Committee 
Isidore Newman School 
1903 Jefferson Avenue 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70115 

3. Dr. David R. Goodsell 
Chairman, ISAS Research Committee 
Heritage Hall School 
1401 N. W. 115th School 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73114 

4. Paul R. Erwin 
Member, Independent Schools Association of the 
Southwest Research Committee 
The Winston School 
5707 Royal Lane 
Dallas, Texas 75229 
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Date 

Name of Administrator, Title 
Name of School Address 
City, State, Zip Code 

Dear : 

I wish to confirm that I will be at (Name of School) on (day/days), (date/dates). 

Enclosed are the 10 questionnaires which I request that you kindly distribute to 10 
randomly selected faculty members whom I will interview on the day of my visit. I will 
personally collect the completed questionnaires from each teacher the day of the 
interview. 

I sincerely appreciate your cooperation and assistance. Thank you. 

Bronte B. Gonsalves 
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Date 

Dear Teacher: 

As a requirement for my doctorate degree at North Texas State University, I am 
conducting a study of teacher evaluation processes and professional development 
programs in selected independent schools. Therefore, I am asking you to please 
complete my questionnaire. 

You are one of a group of 10 randomly chosen teachers from your school whom I will 
interview during my visit to your school on (Date/Dates). I have forwarded my 
questionnaires to your administrator for ease of distribution. The envelope attached is 
for your convenience after completing the questionnaire. Please keep it to give to me 
personally when we visit. 

I assure you that you and your information will remain anonymous. Thank you for 
participating in thus important study. 

Yours sincerely, 

Bronte B. Gonsalves 

This study is being conducted under the direction of Dr. Frank R. Kemeier, Professor of Education, 
North Texas State University, and with the cooperation of Dr. Richard Ekdahl, Executive Director of 
the Independent Schools association of the Southwest 
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ON-SITE VISITATION ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Introductory Statement: 

"I am visiting your school to find out more about how the teacher evaluation program 
was developed and implemented. I will interview the teachers to find out how they 
are evaluated, and how the evaluation impacts their professional development. 

I would like to ask you a few questions to find out if the program development was 
determined by policy and influenced by research or evaluation processes in other 
schools." 

Questions to guide administrator interview: 

1. How was your teacher evaluation program developed? 

2. How is the program developed by school policy? 

3. To what extent did research on teacher evaluation determine the developments 
of evaluation instruments/process? 

4. To what extent did practices in other schools influence the evaluation process in 
this school? 

5. Are you thinking of making any changes in your evaluation process or in your 
professional development program? 
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ON-SITE VISITATION TEACHER INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Introductory Statement: 

"I am visiting your school to find out more about how the teacher evaluation program 
was developed, how you are evaluated, and how the evaluation impacts your 
professional development." 

1. Personal Information 
A. Briefly describe your current position. 
B. How long have you been employed at this school? 

2. Development of Evaluation Process/Instruments 
A. How long has this process been in effect in this school? 
B Can you tell me how the present process was formulated? 
C. Who developed the instrument? 
D. What was the previous method of teacher evaluation? 
E. (If teacher was employed at the school before the development of the 

process) How does the present process compare with the previous process? 

3. Evaluation Process-Awareness of Personal Procedure 
A. How are you evaluated? 
B. How often are you evaluated? 
C. By whom are you evaluated? 
D. Note if process is consistent with description in faculty handbook. 
E. Note if teacher has been evaluated only by this process. 
F. Note if teacher has been evaluated once only by this process. 

4. Perceptions of the Process 
A. How do you feel about the evaluation process 
B. Can you compare the process at this school with that in another school in 

which you were employed? 
C. (To teachers who have been at the school more than one year) Can you tell if 

there have been any problems with the implementation of the evaluation 
process? 

5. Improvement of Instructional Techniques 
A. How does the way you are evaluated help to improve your instructional 

techniques? 
B. How does the evaluation process affect your personal professional growth 

and development? 
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6. Professional Development 
A. What have you done for yourself that you can describe as professional 

development? 
B. What has the school done for you that you can describe as professional 

development? 

7. Professional Development as a Result of Evaluation 
A. How were your own professional development activities determined by the 

results of your evaluation? 
B. How were the programs/opportunities provided by the school determined by 

the results of teacher evaluation. 

8. In your opinion, what is the purpose of evaluation at this school? 
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COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATOR AND TEACHER RESPONSES 
TO THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES N [NO] Y EYES3 
TEACHER RESPONSES 1 [AGREE! 2 [DISAGREE] 3 [NO RESPONSE] 

School 1 

I SECTION I TEACHER. 
QUESTION 1 HEAD 1 

1 1 
1 1 

1 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

A1. I 1 I 
1 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
2 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 
3 I N 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 
4 1 N 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 
5 1 Y 1 

1 1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 

COMPO- 1 1 1 
NENTS t 1 I 

1 1235 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
2LS 125 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

M 1235 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
U 1235 1 l s l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

3S 1 - 1 1 
F 1235 1 l s l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

4 112341 l s l 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 
5 123 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
6 1 123 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
7 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
8 123 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
9 123 1 

1 1 
1 1 

1 
1 2 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 

SEC A 3 1 1 1 
1 

a 
| | 
112351 1 

1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 3 
b 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 
c 1 123 1 3 1 2 1 1 2 3 2 1 2 3 
d 1 123 1 3 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 1 2 3 
e 123 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
f 123 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 3 3 1 2 3 
9 123 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
h 123 1 lh l 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 123 1 lh l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
j 123 1 

1 1 
Ih 1 

1 
1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
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k 123 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 
1 123 lh l 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 2 1 1 1 
m 123 lh 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 2 1 1 1 
n 123 1st 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
o 123 l s l 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
P 123 Is 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
q 123 l s l 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
r 123 l s l 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
s 123 l s l 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
t 123 l s l 

1 
1 2 t 

1 
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

SEC B 1 1 
1 

1 
i 

1 1 Y 
1 

1 1 1 
1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
2 IAMT 3 1 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 
3 I C 3 1 3 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 1 3 1 
4 1 team 3 1 

1 
1 1 1 

1 
1 3 1 3 1 3 1 1 

SEC B 2 1 
| 

1 
| 

1 .a 1 Y 
1 

1 1 1 
I 

2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 
b 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
c 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
d I N 2 1 

1 
2 1 1 

1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 

2. a 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 ~T~ 1 1 1 1 1 
b 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 

c 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 l 1 1 1 1 1 1 
d 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 
e 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 
f 1 Y 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 
g 1 Y 1 1 

J 

1 1 1 
1 

1 3 1 3 1 1 1 1 

3.a 1 N 
1 

1 1 1 
1 

1 1 1 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 
b 1 Y 2 1 

I 
1 2 1 

i 
2 1 3 3 2 1 1 1 

4 1 Y 
1 

2 1 1 
1 

2 1 2 2 1 3 2 1 1 1 
5 I N 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 
6.a 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 

b 1 Y 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 
c 1 N 3 1 

1 
1 1 1 

1 
1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 
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SECTION ! TEACHER. 
QUESTION 1 HEAD 1 

1 1 
1 2 3 1 4 1 5 6 7 1 8 1 

1 1 
9 10 

A1. 1 1 1 1 
1 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
2 1 Y 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
3 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
4 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 3 
5 1 Y 1 

i 1 
1 1 2 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 2 I 

1 1 
1 1 

COMPO- t 1 1 1 
NENTS 112341 1 1 

1 156 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
2 LS 1 - 1 - - - 1 - 1 - - - 1 - 1 - -

M 1 1-6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
U 1 1-6 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

3S 1 6 1 1 1 1 1 1 ! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
F 11-5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

4 1 1-6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
5 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
6 1 1-61 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 
7 112351 1 1 

16 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 3 
8 13 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
9 13 1 

1 i 
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 
1 1 

SEC A 3 1 1 
| 1 

1 1 
1 | 

a 
1 1 
112341 1 1 
15 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 t 1 1 

b 1 135 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
c 1 13 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
d 1 13 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
e 13 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 f 1 1 1 
f 1 13 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
9 1 13 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 
h 1 13 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
i 1136 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 
j 1 136 1 

1 1 
1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 
1 1 



k 112361 1 I 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 I 2 I 2 1 3 
1 112361 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 t 1 1 1 
m 112341 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

16 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
n 112341 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
o 134 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
P 1234 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
q 134 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 
r 13 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
s 112341 1 1 2 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
t 1234 1 

1 1 
1 1 2 1 

1 
1 1 
1 

1 1 1 
1 

1 1 
1 

1 1 1 
1 1 

1 2 1 
1 
1 1 
1 

SEC B 1 1 1 | | 1 | 1 
[ 

1 
1 | 

1 
1 | 

1 1 
i I i 1 1 

1 
1 1 
1 Y 1 1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
I 1 1 

1 1 
1 1 

1 1 
1 1 

I 1 
1 1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 

2 IAMT 1 2 3 3 1 3 1 i 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 3 1 3 1 3 
3 1 A I 2 2 2 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 3 1 2 1 3 
4 t TEAM 1 

1 1 
2 

1 
1 

1 1 
3 1 

1 1 
3 1 ! 

! 
1 3 1 
1 1 

1 3 1 
1 ' 1 

1 1 1 
1 1 

1 1 
1 

3 

SEC B 2 1 1 
J | 

1 
1 
1 1 
1 1 

1 1 
1 ) 1 1 1 

I | ! 1 
1 | 

1 1 [ 1 1 

1 .a 
1 ) 
1 Y 1 

1 
1 1 

1 1 
1 2 1 

1 I 
I 2 1 2 

1 
1 1 

1 1 
1 2 1 

1 1 
2 1 

I 1 
1 1 

1 
2 1 2 

b 1 Y 1 3 1 1 2 1 ! 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 2 
c 1 Y 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 
d 1 Y 1 

1 1 
3 1 

1 
2 1 

1 
2 1 

1 
2 2 1 

1 
! 2 1 

1 
2 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
2 

2.a 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 ! 1 1 1 1 1 
b 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
c 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 
d 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
e 1 Y 1 1 f 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
f 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
g 1 Y 1 

j | 
1 1 

1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

| 
1 1 1 1 1 

3.a 
1 I 
1 N 1 

1 
2 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 I 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 1 

b 1 N 1 
| I 

3 1 
| 

1 1 
I 

1 1 
I 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

4 
4 1 
1 Y 1 

1 
3 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 I 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 I 1 

5 1 N 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
6a 1 Y 1 3 1 1 t 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

b 1 Y 1 3 1 1 f 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
c 1 Y 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 t 1 1 I 1 I 1 1 
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SECTION I TEACHER 
QUESTION 1 HEAD 1 

1 1 
1 2 3 4 5 1 6 

1 
1 7 1 8 9 10 

A1 . i i 1 
1 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
2 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
3 1 N I 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 
4 1 Y I 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 
5 1 N 1 

1 1 
1 2 2 2 3 1 1 

1 
1 2 I 2 3 1 

COMPO- 1 1 1 
NENTS 1 1 1 

1 1 13 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
2 LS 112351 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

M 1 - 1 1 1 
U 1 - I 1 1 1 1 

3S 112351 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
F 112351 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

4 1 15 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
5 INA 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 I 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 
6 INA 1 2 1 I 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 
7 1123 1 1 1 1 I 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 
8 112351 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
9 I12351 

1 1 
2 1 1 

1 
1 1 1 1 

1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

SEC A 3 1 1 1 | 1 

a 
| | 
112351 2 

1 
1 1 1 1 

1 
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 

b 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 
c 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 1 3 1 
d 1 12 1 2 1 1 2 2 3 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 
e 112351 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 
f 1 1 t 1 2 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 
g 112351 2 2 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
h 1 NA 1 2 2 1 2 2 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
i 112351 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
J 112351 

1 1 
1 1 1 

1 
1 1 1 1 

1 
1 I 1 1 1 1 1 



k 

1 1 

1 1 2 3 5 1 1 

1 

1 1 1 2 

1 1 

1 2 1 

1 1 1 2 3 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 

m 1 1 2 3 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 

n 1 1 2 3 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

o 1 1 2 3 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

P 1 1 2 3 t 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

q 1 1 2 3 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

r 1 1 2 3 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

s 1 1 2 3 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

t 1 1 2 3 5 1 

1 1 

1 1 1 

1 

1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 

S E C B 1 1 1 
1 | 

1 
I 

1 1 
i | 

1 

1 1 

1 Y 1 

i 

1 1 

1 

1 1 1 1 

1 1 

1 3 1 

2 1 % 1 3 1 3 3 3 1 3 1 

3 l a c 1 3 1 3 3 3 i 3 1 

4 1 A L L 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 

3 3 3 ! 

j 

1 3 1 

1 1 

S E C B 2 1 1 
| | 

1 
1 

1 1 1 

1 . a 

i 1 

1 N 1 

1 

2 1 1 2 

1 

1 1 

1 1 

! 2 1 

b 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 

c 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

d 1 Y 1 

1 1 

2 1 

1 

1 2 1 

1 

2 1 

1 

2 . a 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

b 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

c 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

d 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

e 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

f 1 Y I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

g 1 Y 1 
I 1 

1 1 
| 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

3 . a 

I 1 

1 Y 1 

1 

1 1 1 1 

1 

1 1 

1 

3 1 

b 1 Y 1 
} f 

1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 

4 

1 1 

1 Y 1 

1 

1 1 1 1 

1 

1 1 

1 

2 1 

5 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

6 a 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

b 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 

c 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
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1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 
2 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

I 2 

I 

1 I 1 I 1 

3 1 3 1 1 

1 1 3 1 1 

1 I 1 I 1 

I I 

2 
2 

I I 

I I 

1 1 1 2 

1 1 1 2 

i 1 I 1 

1 2 1 2 

I I 

I 1 I 

I 1 I 

i 1 I 

I 1 I 

I 1 f 

I 1 I 

I 1 

I 1 I 

I 1 I 

I 1 I 

I 1 I 

1 1 1 
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SECTION I I 
QUESTION I HEAD I 1 

A1 . l 1 1 
1 1 Y 1 1 1 1 
2 1 Y 1 1 1 1 
3 1 Y 1 1 1 2 
4 1 Y 1 1 1 2 
5 1 N 

1 
f 1 
1 

1 1 
1 

COMPO- 1 1 1 
NENTS 1 1 1 

1 1 35 1 2 1 1 
2 LS 1 3 1 1 1 1 

M 1 3 1 1 I 1 
U 1 3 1 1 1 1 

3S 1 3 1 1 1 1 
F 1 3 I 1 1 1 

4 1 3 1 2 1 1 
5 1 3 1 1 1 1 
6 I 3 1 1 1 2 
7 1 0 I 1 1 1 1 
8 i 3 1 1 1 1 1 
9 1 3 

1 
1 1 1 
1 1 

1 

SEC A 3 1 
j 

1 1 
I | 

a 
1 
I 3 

1 i 
1 1 1 3 

b 1 3 1 1 1 3 
c 1 3 1 1 1 3 
d I 1 3 i 1 1 2 
e I 1 3 1 2 1 1 
f 1 3 1 1 1 1 
9 1 3 1 1 1 1 
h I 3 1 2 1 1 
i 1 3 1 2 1 1 
j 1 

i 
3 1 2 1 

1 1 
1 

_TEACHER_ 
4 5 6 7 8 

1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 
1 2 2 2 
2 2 1 1 
2 2 2 2 

10 



1 7 5 

m 
n 
0 
P 
q 
r 
s 
t 

SEC B 1 

1 
2 
3 
4 

SEC B 2 

1 .a 
b 
c 
d 

2.a 
b 
c 
d 
e 
f 
g 

3 . a 
b 

4 
5 
6a 
a 
a 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

Y 
AMY 

C 
TEAM 

Y 
N 
N 
N 

T 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
Y 

Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 

_Y_ 

1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
0 

1 
2 
2 
1 

2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

1 
2 
2 

1 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
1 

1 
1 
2 
3 

1 
1 
2 
2 

1 
1 
1 
2 
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SECTION 1 TEACHER 
QUESTION HEADI 

1 
1 1 2 3 4 1 5 1 6 

t 1 
7 8 9 10 

A1 . 1 1 1 
1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
2 N 1 1 I 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 
3 N 1 1 1 3 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 
4 N 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
5 Y 1 

1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 I 
1 1 1 1 

COMPO- 1 1 1 
NENTS i 1 1 

1 12 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 I 1 1 2 1 1 
2 LS 12 1 1 1 2 2 1 t i l l 1 2 2 2 

M 12 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 
U 12 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 

3S 12 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 
F 12 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 

4 N I 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 
5 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
6 12 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 
7 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 
8 123 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 
9 12341 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 

5 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 
SEC A 3 1 | 1 1 

i i 
a 

1 
125 1 1 1 1 2 1 

1 1 
1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 

b 15 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 
c 125 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 
d 12351 1 INA 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 
e 12351 2 12 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 
f 125 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 
g 12351 2 11 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 
h 12351 2 12 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 
i 12345 1 12 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 
j 12345 

1 
1 12 2 1 1 2 1 1 

1 i 
1 2 2 2 
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k 112345 2 1 2 2 i 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 
1 112345 2 12 2 i 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 
m 112345 1 12 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 
n 112345 1 12 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 
o 112345 1 12 2 1 1 1 1 2 I 1 1 1 I 2 1 1 2 2 
P 112345 2 12 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 
q 112345 2 12 2 1 ! 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 
r 112345 2 12 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 
s 112345 2 12 2 1 1 1 2 1 I 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 
t 112345 

1 1 
2 12 

1 
2 1 

1 
1 1 2 1 

1 1 
1 1 2 1 2 1 

1 1 
1 1 
1 

2 

SEC B 1 1 1 
| 1 

1 
I 

1 
| 

1 1 
I | I 1 1 

i | 
1 
\ 

1 
1 1 
1 Y 1 1 

1 
1 1 

I 
1 1 3 

1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 
1 1 1 

t 
I 1 1 

2 1 N 1 3 1 3 3 1 3 1 1 3 1 3 3 1 1 3 1 3 3 
3 1 Y 1 1 1 3 3 1 3 1 5 1 3 3 i 1 3 1 3 3 
4 1 ALL I 

1 1 
3 1 3 

I 
2 1 

I 
1 1 

1 
1 3 1 
1 1 

3 1 1 
1 
1 1 1 
1 1 

3 1 

SEC B 2 1 1 
1 1 

1 
1 

1 
f 

1 
| 
I 1 
t l 

1 1 1 
1 i 

1 .a 
1 1 
1 Y 1 2 

1 
1 1 

1 
2 ! 

1 
1 1 

1 1 
2 1 2 

1 
2 1 

' 1 
2 1 2 1 

b 1 Y 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
c 1 Y 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 
d 1 Y 1 

1 1 
2 1 1 

1 
2 1 

1 
3 1 

1 
2 1 

1 
2 1 

1 
2 1 

1 
2 2 

2 .a 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
b 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
c 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
d 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
e 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 
f 1 Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 
g 1 Y 1 

i | 
I 1 
1 

1 1 
1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
I 

1 1 1 1 

3 .a 
1 1 
t Y 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 1 

I 
1 ! 

1 
1 1 1 1 

b 1 Y I 
I 1 

1 1 
| 

1 1 
t 

1 1 1 1 
i 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

4 
I 1 
1 Y 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 

I 
1 1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 I 1 1 

5 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
6 1 N 1 

1 N 1 
1 N 1 

1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

1 
1 
1 

1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

1 1 
1 I 
1 1 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
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CODING TABLE - FIELD STUDY SUMMARY 

1 SCHOOLS 1 
1 1 
I 1 
I 

1 2 
1 

1 3 
t 

1 4 
1 

1 5 t 
1 1 

1. A. Cur ren t P o s i t i o n 1 1 1 1 1 1 
i . Teacher 1 10 1 8 1 9 1 10 1 9 1 

i i . T e a c h e r / E v a l u a t o r 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 
i i i . T e a c h e r / A d m i n i s t r a t o r 1 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 1 1 
1 1 

B. Years employed 1 1 1 1 1 1 
i . 0 - 5 1 5 1 4 1 7 1 8 1 5 1 

i i . 6 -10 1 3 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 4 1 
i i i . 11+ t 

1 
1 3 
1 

t 1 
1 

1 
1 

1 1 1 
1 1 

2 . A. Years P r o c e s s ' I n E f f e c t 1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 . 0 - 5 1 8 1 7 1 10 1 10 110 1 

i i . 6-10 1 1 1 1 1 1 
i l l . 11+ 1 1 1 1 1 1 

i v . Don ' t know 1 2 
1 

1 3 
1 

I 
1 

1 
1 

1 1 
1 1 

B. P r o c e s s Formul ted by 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
i . P r e s e n t a d m i n i s t r a t o r I 4 1 8 1 7 1 10 1 10 1 

i i . A d m i n i s t r a t o r on ly 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 
i i i . T e a c h e r s only 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 

i v . Admin & t e a c h e r s 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
v . Don ' t know 1 6 1 

1 1 
I 2 1 3 

1 
1 
1 

1 1 
1 I 

C. I n s t r u m e n t s deve loped by 1 1 1 1 1 1 t 
i . P r e s e n t a d m i n i s t r a t o r 1 1 1 1 1 1 

i i . Acfrn in is t ra tor on ly 1 1 1 1 1 1 
i i i . T e a c h e r s only 1 1 1 1 i 1 

i v . Admin & t e a c h e r s 16 1 1 t 7 I 9 1 9 1 
v . Not s u r e 1 1 

1 1 
1 
1 

1 1 
1 

1 1 i 
1 1 

D. Former e v a l u a t i o n method 1 1 1 1 1 1 
i . Annual 1 I 1 1 1 1 

i i . O b s e r v a t i o n 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 
i l l . In formal 1 4 1 3 1 7 1 6 1 6 1 

I v . Don ' t know 1 6 1 
1 1 

3 1 3 
1 

1 4 
1 

1 3 1 
1 1 

E. Comparison of p r e s e n t 1 1 1 1 1 t 
wi th fo rmer p r o c e s s 1 1 1 1 1 1 
1. P r e s e n t more humane t 1 1 7 1 I 1 

i 1 . More thorough 1 7 1 8 1 2 1 10 1 5 1 
i l l . Bet t e r 1 1 1 1 i 1 2 1 

i v . Noth ing t o compare 1 3 1 
1 1 

1 1 1 
1 

1 
1 

1 1 1 
1 1 
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Personal Procedure I 
A. How Evaluated I 

i. Informal I 
Short visits 110 
Schedu1ed observat i ons110 

11 
i i i. 
i v 
v. 

vl , 
vi i . 

Confer before visit 
Confer after visit 
Formal annual 
Not sure 

1 5 
8 
9 

B. How often I 
i. Once annualy I 

ii. Twice annually I 
iii. As determined by admin 110 
iv. Teacher request I 
v. Cont inuous 110 

, 1 
C. By Whom I 

i. Head of school I 10 
i i. Head of div 110 

iii. Head of dept I 
iv. Dean of faculty 110 
vi. Uni t leader I 

D. Evaluation consistent withl 
def ini t ion in handbook 
i. Yes 

i i. No 

E. First Time evaluated by 
this process 
i . Yes 
i i. No 

F. Evaluated only by this 
process 
i. Yes 
i i. No 

I 
110 

4. Teacher perceptions of 
the evaluation process 
A. Teacher feelings about 

evaluat ion 
i. Helpful 

i i. Necessary I 
iii. Develops se1fawareness I 

I I 
I I 
110 110 
110 110 
1 9 110 
110 110 
110 110 
I I 

I 

I 

I 10 I 

I 

I I I 
110 110 12 
I I I 

12 II II 
I I I 
.1 I l_ 
I I I 
I I I 

I 4 
I 13 
I 10 13 
I I 

110 110 
110 110 
110 110 
110 110 
110 110 
I t 
I I 

I 4 I 
I 6 I 
110 110 
I 6 I 
I I 10 

I I 10 
I 10 I 
110 110 
I I 
I I 10 
.1 I 
I I 
I I 
1 1 0 1 1 0 
I I 

I 

I 

I I 
1 7 I 
I 3 I 
110 110 
I I 
I I 10 

I I 
I I 
110 110 
1 4 110 
I I 
I I 

I I 
110 110 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
110 110 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
II II 
I I 

I 

I I 
110 110 
I I 
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B. Comparison with other 
Evaluation Process 
i. More humane 1 8 1 10 

i i. More thorough 1 9 1 10 1 10 1 
i i i. Better 1 1 
iv. Nothing to compare t 1 I 1 

5 A. Teacher Perceptions of 
evaluation Improving 
Instructional techniques 
i. Valuable i 4 1 6 1 6 1 

ii. Helpful 1 1 2 
i i i. Very helpful 1 9 1 4 1 1 
iv. Somewhat helpful 1 7 1 3 
v. Not helpful at all 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 4 1 

B. Teacher Perceptions 
of evaluation affecting 
professional growth 
i. Valuable 1 2 1 1 t 3 1 6 1 5 1 

i i. Helpful 1 
i i i. Very helpful 1 3 1 1 ! 3 
iv. Somewhat helpful t 3 1 1 1 5 1 1 t 5 1 
v. Not helpful at al1 1 3 1 5 1 1 

6. Link to Profession 
Development 
A. Teacher initiated 

activities 
i. Workshops 1 4 1 10 1 10 1 10 1 10 1 

i i. Courses 1 6 1 10 1 7 1 10 i 10 1 
1 i i . Travel 1 10 1 3 1 10 I 10 1 

B. School Provided 
Activi tes 
i. Workshops 1 4 1 3 1 4 1 3 1 5 1 

i i. Courses 1 8 I 10 1 10 1 6 1 6 1 
i i i. Trave1 1 10 1 4 1 10 1 

iv. Funding available 1 10 1 10 1 10 1 10 1 10 1 

v. Material circulated 1 6 1 10 1 10 1 5 1 10 1 

v i. Recommendat i ons made 
after each visit 1 8 1 10 1 8 1 10 1 10 1 

vii. Teachers help each 
other 1 10 1 10 1 10 t 10 ! 10 1 
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7. How evaluation results In 
professional development 

A. How self initiated 
professional 
development activities 
are determined by the 
evaluation results 
1.. A direct outcome 
li. Recommendations 

for improvement 
ill. An indirect outcome 
iv. Not sure 

B. How school provided 
development activities 
are determined by the 
evaluaton results 
i. A direct outcome 

ii. An indirect outcome 
i i i. Not sure 

8. Teacher perceptions 
of the purpose of 
evaluation at the 
School 
i. To ensure that teachers 

are doing what the 
school ecpects of them 

i i. To make teachers stop 
and think of what they 
are doing 

iii. To give administrators 
a personal knowledge 
of each person's con-
tribution to the system 

2 
2 
6 

7 
3 
1 

2 
7 
1 

10 
10 

4 
6 

10 5 
3 

2 
7 
1 

5 
5 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 
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